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' TO THE 
RIGHT REVEREND 


WILLIAM VAN MILDERT, D.D. 


LORD BISHOP OF DURHAM. 


My Lorp, 
You will perhaps agree with me in thinking, that 
one of the most satisfactory and least objectionable 
modes of ascertaining and establishing theological 
truth is by the careful adduction of concurrent his- 
torical testimony. 

However clear in themselves may be the declara- 
tions of Holy Scripture respecting all the great 
leading articles of our faith: yet it cannot be dis- 
sembled, that, as very widely different interpreta- 
tions have been put upon various passages in the 
Bible, so likewise we have sometimes been even 
required to admit sundry doctrines or opinions not 
a vestige of which can be discovered in the inspired 
word of God. 
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Under such circumstances, it seems obvious to 
institute an historical inquiry into the nature of 
those tenets, which the primitive Church, under 
the distinct aspect of their exhibiting the real mind 
of Scripture because they were known and acknow- 
ledged to have been delivered by the express 
teaching of the Apostles to all the various eccle- 
siastical successions, unanimously professed to hold 
from the very beginning. 

This inquiry, if honestly conducted, must, I 
think, instinctively approve itself to every upright 
reasoner. For the principle, upon which it goes, 
is so plain, that it can scarcely be misapprehended 
even by the meanest understanding: while yet, at 
the same time, it is so forcible, as to command the 
assent of the highest intellect. 

Unless all moral certainty be banished from the 
world, what the primitive Church, with one con- 
sent, professed to have received from the Apostles, 
could not but have been taught to the primitive 
Church by the Apostles: and, what was taught to 
the primitive Church by the Apostles, could not 
but have set forth the real mind of that inspired 
volume, the whole second portion of which was 
written either by the Apostles themselves or by 
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individuals under their immediate inspection and 
superintendence. | | 

In like manner, on the other hand, if, in the pri 
mitive Church, we find no traces, either of certain 
expositions of Holy Scripture itself, or of certain 
doctrines and opinions which assuredly can be no 
where found in the Bible; we may be morally sure, 
that no such expositions or doctrines were ever de- 
livered by the Apostles: and, if no such expositions 
or doctrines were ever delivered by the Apostles or 
were ever received by the primitive Church; we 
may be morally sure, that they were the mere 
human inventions of a later age, and consequently 
that they carry with them not a shadow of binding 
authority. 

On this basis, I need not remind your lord- 
ship, is built the luminous and incontrovertible 
canon of Tertullian: WHATEVER IS FIRST, IS TRUE; 
WHATEVER IS LATER, IS ADULTERATE. 

And almost little, even to any person, need I 
point out the application of this canon, when once 
it has been thus laid down. 

If a man calls upon me to receive a particular 
exposition of Scripture, which, by the exercise of 


what is denominated Private Judgment, he has 
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persuaded himself is the true one; I naturally re- 
quire him to prove, by adequate historical testi- 
mony, that his proposed exposition sets forth the 
real import of the passage : for, however satisfac- 
tory, to his own mind, may peradventure be the 
result of his own private judgment; most clearly 
the declaration of 4s private judgment is no proof 
to me, that he has struck out the true interpreta- 
tion. What J require from him, is tangible evi- 
dence, not mere bold gratuitous assertion. Let him 
shew, that the primitive Church, from the declared 
teaching of the Apostles, interpreted as he inter- 
prets: and I have done. But, if he cannot shew 
. this; and, still more, if, upon inquiry, the primi- 
tive Church shall be found to have adopted, pro- 
fessedly from the Apostles, a totally different mode 
-of exposition: then, in the first case, his projected 
‘interpretation, to say the very least of it, is of no 
authority; and, in the second case, this same pro- 
jected interpretation must be at once discarded, 
as absolutely false and erroneous. When matters 
turn out to be ¢hus circumstanced, to appeal, in 
the exposition of Scripture, to his own private judg- 
ment, is to talk absolute nonsense. No new-fangled 
interpretation can, on the plea of private judgment, 
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be for a moment received, when it shall appear, 
that this private judgment is either unsupported 
by or contradicted by the well ascertained voice 
of the really primitive Church apostolic. A man 
might as well claim to determine, by his own insu. 
lated and uninquiring private judgment, the sense 
of a classical allusion, in neglect or defiance of the 
voice of classical antiquity: as he might claim to 
determine, by a similar crude exercise of his naked 
and uninformed private judgment, the sense of a 
now disputed passage of Scripture, in neglect or 
defiance of the voice of ecclesiastical antiquity. 

I. The principle here insisted‘upon (the wise 
and rational principle, as your lordship well knows, . 
enforced by Irenéus and Tertullian and other pri- 
mitive doctors of the Catholic Church) I have, 
in a former Work, applied to the peculiarities: 
of Popery: and it is not among the least of the 
startling Difficulties of Romanism, that that system 
has been found unable to abide the test of sober 
historical inquiry. 

1. Doubtless, many popish doctrines may be 
traced up to a considerable height of relative an- 
tiquity : but ¢hzs is insufficient to establish their 
claim to the authority of assured apostolicity. 
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In every instance of romish pecudarities, the chain 
of connection, between our own age and the age 
of the first inspired teachers of Christianity, is too 
short. We vainly try to stretch it, beyond thes 
certain point, or beyond ¢éhat certain point. At 
its distant extremity, the links, which ought to 
have united it to the Apostles, are uniformly 
wanting. os 

2. Nor is even this deficiency the worst part of 
the matter. 

Not only, negatively, do all traces of popish 
peculiarities fail us, as we penetrate deeper and 
deeper into antiquity : but also, positively, we often 
find, in the occurrence of primitively received doc- 
trines which stand forth in direct opposition, a dis- 
tinct and unequivocal testimony against them. 

3. Hence, clearly, the scheme, which, in one 
comprehensive word, may be termed Popery, is 
convicted of an origin postertor to the time of 
the Apostles. 

It is convicted, therefore, through the unexcep- 
tionable medium of historical evidence, of being a 
mere human invention : and, as such, agreeably to 
the canon of Tertullian, it must, because later than 


the beginning, be rejected as adulterate. 
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Il. If, by way of yet further illustrating my 
proposed line of argument, the same principle be 
applied to yet another theological system: that 
system will, if I mistake not, be found equally 
deficient in the grand essential of historic testi- 
mony. 

1. The scheme of interpretation, now familiarly, 
though perhaps (if a scheme ought to be desig- 
nated by the name of its original contriver) not 
quite correctly, styled Calvinism, may be readily 
traced back, in the Latin or Western Church, to 
the time of Augustine. 

But here we find ourselves completely at fault. 

Augustine, at the beginning of the fifth century, 
is the jirst ecclesiastical writer, who annexes, to 
the scriptural terms elect and predestinate, the 
peculiar sense which is now usually styled Calvin- 
éstic. With him, in a form scarcely less round 
and perfect than that long subsequently proposed 
by the celebrated Genevan Reformer himself, com- 
menced an entirely new system of interpretation 
previously unknown in the Church Catholic. 

What I state, is a mere dry historical fact. 
Nor can it be safely said, by way of invalidating 
this fact, that evidence, now unhappily lost, once 
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notoriously existed: evidence, I mean, by which 
Calvinism, or (to speak more correctly) Austinism, 
might have been distinctly traced up to the apos- 
tolic age. The illustrious Augustine himself has 
for ever silenced any plea of ¢hés description. 
When, toward the close of his controversy with 
the Pelagians, he entered largely and systematically 
into his own peculiar views of election and predes- 
tination (views, which, in one place at least, he 
somewhat incautiously acknowledges himself to 
have diligently sought out and discovered; while 
he tells his opponents, that, if they differ from him 
in such views, God will reveal those views to them, 
provided they walk in the light to which they have 
attained): when, I say, he at length entered largely 
and systematically into his own peculiar doctrinal 
views ; it was, even by those who concurred in the 
general drift of his previous antipelagian treatises 
and whose soundness in regard to the doctrines of 
free grace and original sin he himself freely admits, 
immediately and unequivocally objected to him, 
that he was now superfluously advancing a scheme 
of doctrine, hitherto unknown and unheard of; a 
scheme of doctrine, contrary to the opinion of all 


antecedent Fathers and contrary to the sense of 
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the entire Church Catholic; a scheme of doctrine, 
which set forth the language of the Apostle Paul, 
when addressing the Romans, in such sort as it 
had never before been understood by any of the 
ecclesiastical writers. 

Here, we may observe, Augustine is directly 
attacked upon the plain and simple score of a mere 
FACT. | 

Whatever, abstractedly, might be the merits or 
demerits, the truth or falsehood, of his system, it is 
roundly charged, at the beginning of the fifth cen- 
tury, with being A PALPABLE NOVELTY. 

To such a charge, any metaphysical defence of 
the system itself, or.any confident adduction of the 
words of Scripture when in truth the real question 
at issue was the émport of those words, were clearly 
no legitimate answer. 

The allegation of a ract, by whomsoever that 
fact may be alleged, can only, through the medium 
of direct historical testimony, be disposed of by a 
satisfactory denial of that Fact. 

Augustine, in the abstract, might be very right, 
or he might be very wrong, in his speculation : but 
Augustine was charged with NoveELTY. 

Certainly, therefore, his sole business was to 
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overwhelm his censurers with a mass of citations, 
which should distinctly and triumphantly prove : 
that, from the very first, and on the express sanc- 
tion of the Apostles, the scriptural terms elect and 
predestinate had been uniformly understood, by the 
earlier Fathers and by the entire Catholic Church, 
precisely as he himself, agreeably to the well- 
remembered instructions which he had received 
from his Catechist, sti/? understood them at the 
beginning of the fifth century. 

Such, plainly, was his sole business: for any other 
reply were an utterly irrelevant travelling out of 
the record. 

But how does the great Bishop of Hippo act 
under the present allegation ? 

(1.) Truly, so far as the jirst part of the asserted 
FACT is concerned, namely the contrartety of his 
doctrinal scheme to the opinion of all antecedent 
Fathers, he at length, after much superfluous dis- 
cussion and (I fear) with a too evident reluctance 
to meddle with the appeal to antiquity, claims to 
produce exactly three witnesses in his favour: 
Cyprian to wit, and Ambrose, and Gregory of 
Nazianzum. 


Now, with respect to this woefully meagre tale 





DEDICATION, xill 


of authorities, even were such authorities pertinent 
and distinct and full to his purpose; still, to carry 
any real weight, they would all be far too modern: 
for Cyprian flourished not until the middle of the 
third century; and Ambrose and Gregory lived 
during the latter part of the fourth century. 

But, in truth, with the scanty exception of nine 
words written by Ambrose, their several testimonies 
are altogether nugatory and irrelevant: so that, in 
point of historical evidence as afforded by those 
Fathers who preceded Augustine, the whole mighty, 
fabric of Calvinism or Austinism rests upon the 
single Ambrosian sentence; Deus, quos dignatur, 
vocat: et, quem vult, religiosum facit. 

(2.) Still, however, Augustine does not despair 
of making the Church Catholic his auxiliary : 
though his contemporaries had declared his new 
system to be notoriously contrary to the received 
sense of the Church. 

It is really painful to observe the mode, in which 
this great man would invalidate the second part of 
the ract alleged against him. 

The Church, he admits, was not wont to bring 
forward, in preaching, his own peculiar view of 


election and predestination: because, formerly, 
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there were no adversaries to answer. But then 
the Church, however silent she might be, clearly 
shews, that she held, all the while, his own precise 
doctrinal system. For the Church, says he, directs 
us to pray with Cyprian, that believers may perse- 
vere to the end. Therefore the Church plainly 
inculcates the doctrine of predestined final perse- 
verance : and thence, by a necessary circle of con- 
sequences, she must doubtless be understood, as 
always holding, and as virtually inculcating, the 
argumentatively antecedent doctrines of election 
and predestination, as those doctrines were received 
and explained by Augustine; because predestined 
final perseverance of course depends upon and 
presupposes, according to the regular progress of 
the five points, the doctrine of irreversible election 
to eternal glory. 

2. We must say, I fear, that the alleged Fact 
remains, after all the efforts and all the dexterity 
of Augustine, wholly uncontradicted by the testi- 
mony of history. 

Augustine, therefore, at the beginning of the 
fifth century, confessedly stands forth, as the original 
inventer of that scheme of interpretation, which, 
in our days, is usually denominated Calvinism. 
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To this negative testimony, let us add the post- 
tive evidence which may easily be collected, that 
the primitive Church, from the time of St. Paul’s 
apostolic friend and fellow-labourer the venerable 
Clement of Rome, down to the very age of Augus- 
tine himself, always understood the scriptural terms 
vocation and election to mean ecclesiastical vocation 
and ecclesiastical election, that is to say, a successive 
vocation and election of individuals, from the great 
mass of the Jewish and Gentile World, into the 
visible Church of Christ, with the intention and for 
the purpose of their becoming holy, though with a 
possibility of their not making their vocation and 
election certain: let us, I say, add posstive evidence 
to negative testimony; and the system, first struck 
out by Augustine, will, I fear, not stand the test 
required by the canon of Tertullian. It existed 
not from the beginning, on the universally avowed 
and acknowledged ground of its setting forth the 
publicly declared mind of the Apostles: but it 
commenced with the fifth century, under the au- 
thority of mere human uninspired teaching; it 
was immediately charged with being a palpable 
and hitherto unheard of novelty; and, that charge, 
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its author, as might indeed have been anticipated 
from his previous unguarded confession that he 
had discovered his system in Scripture only by dint 
of his own diligent research, was utterly unable 
effectually to repel. Yet, by the very nature and 
necessity of things, whatever in revelation is first, 
is true: whatever is later, is adulterate. 

IiI. And now, what is the special object of the 
present Work, we may advantageouly note, how 
different, from both these two cases of Popery and 
Austinism, is the very remarkable case of the 
combined doctrine of the Trinity and of Christ’s 
essential godhead. 

1. In almost every line of direct evidence which 
could have been anteriorly devised and required, 
this vital and all-important doctrine may be dis- 
tinctly traced, step by step, up to the apostolic age 
and the apostolic teaching themselves. 

2. Each line of evidence, even alone, amounts 
to proof positive. But, when the testimonies af- 
forded by ail the lines conjointly are united to- 
gether, and when the wreathed chain of evidence 
thus produced is found to reach from our own 
days to the days of the Apostles: the demon- 
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’ stration, that Zhe doctrine before us is indeed the 


doctrine of the Bible, falls, I think, little short of 
even mathematical demonstration. 

To request your lordship’s patronage of these 
volumes you have recently given me a distinguished 
claim, which I should be unwise not to urge and 
ungrateful ever to forget. Should they, through 
God’s blessing, prove useful, in this day of rebuke 


and blasphemy, either to those who are faithfully 


preparing themselves for Holy Orders, or to our 
clerical brethren in their possible discussions with 
an adversary, or to our honestly inquiring laic 
brethren at large : you yourself, I well know, would 
be the first to assert, that my labours had received 
a higher reward than it is in the power of man 
to bestow. 
I have the honour to be, 


Your lordship’s most obliged 


and obedient servant, 


G. S. FABER. 


VOL. I. a 


INTRODUCTION. 


A KNOWLEDGE of the mode, in which God exists, is 
the foundation of all acceptable religious service. 

For, without this knowledge, instead of wor- 
shipping the Deity as he really exists, we shall be in 
danger of worshipping a mere figment of our own 
Imagination. And thus, while we suppose ourselves 
to be faithful servants of the alone true God: we 
we may, effectively at least, be guilty of adoring 
an idol. 

I. With respect to the specific mode in which 
God exists, we obviously can know nothing save 
what he himself has been pleased to communicate. 

Now, in what all Christians believe to be the 
very word of the Deity, a communication, to that 
precise effect, actually has been made. 

Hence, as it would seem, every ground of dis- 
crepance ought hereafter to be completely re- 
moved. 

Yet this is far from being the case. For .two 
theological systems, differing most vitally from each 
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other, and yet severally claiming to be founded 
upon Scripture, are, in the present day, warmly 
maintained and defended by their respective ad- 
herents. | 

1. These two systems differ, in regard to the 
nature of the divine unity. 

(1.) According to the one system, God exists in 
perfect unity of essence. And he so exists in per- 
fect unity of essence, that he exists, at the same 
time, in a single person only. 

(2.) But, according to the other system, God 
exists, indeed, in perfect unity of essence. Yet he 
so exists in perfect unity of essence, that he exists, 
at the same time, in three distinct persons also. 

2. They differ, likewise, in regard to the personal 
character of the Son. 

(1.) According to the one system, Christ is a 
perfect man. And he is so a perfect man, that he 
is nothing more than a mere man: a man, that is 
to say, born in the ordinary course of nature, and 
in every physical respect similar to ourselves. 

(2.) But, according to the other system, Christ 
is a perfect man indeed. Yet he is so a perfect 
man, that, by the union of the divine nature to the 
human nature, he is a/so perfect God: being, in- 
carnately, the second of those three distinct per- 
sons, who are jointly comprehended within the 
absolute unity of the divine essence. 
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3. They differ, moreover, in regard to the nature 
of the Holy Ghost. 

(1.) According to the one system, the Holy 
Ghost is, either the unipersonal God himself, or 
the personification of a quality, or a certain pecu- 
liar virtue and efficacy of God through the medium 
of which God operates, or spiritual gifts, or a col- 
lective body of men inspired by God, or the highest 
of created angels: though it does not seem as yet 
to have been positively settled, waicu of these six 
several opinions ought to be adopted exclusively '. 


1 I subjoin the six antitrinitarian definitions of the Holy 
Ghost ; appending the authorities, whence I learn their respec« 
tive proposal and adoption by the most esteemed doctors of the 
Antitrinitarian School. 

I. The first definition is: that The Holy Ghost is cop nim- 
SELF ; or, in other words, that The Holy Ghost is identical with 
the unipersonal Detty commonly styled the Father. 

1. Cum Spiritus Sanctus sit Spiritus Dei; certumque sit alio- 
qui (1 Corinth. ii. 9—11.), spiritum alicujus persone non posse 
esse personam, ab ea, cujus est spiritus, distinctam: non minus 
constare, cim Spiritui Sancto ea tribuuntur, que persone et 
simul ipsius Dei sunt propria, nihil aliud intelligendum nomine 
Spiritis Sancti esse, quam rrsuM DEUM. Faust. Socin. Respons. 
ad Wiek. c. x. 

2. Sometimes, the Spirit or Holy Spirit of God is put directly 
for Gop HimsxL¥: as in 1 Corinth. ii. 11. The Spirit’ of God 
here is Gop uimsEL¥. Lindsey’s Sequel to Apol. p. 163. 

II. The second definition is: that The Holy Ghost is THE 
PERSONIFICATION OF A QUALITY. 

1. By 
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(2.) But, according to the other system, the 
Holy Ghost is strictly a personal agent. For he 


1. By the Spirit or Holy Spirit of God, is most frequently 
signified HIs POWER OR WISDOM OR BOTH. Lindsey’s Sequel to 
Apol. p. 164. 

2. Both Satan and the Holy Spirit are peRsontFicaTIons oF 
quaLitizs. New Testam. in an Improved Version, note on Acts 
v. 8,4. 

III. The third definition is: that The Holy Ghost ts a ceRTAIN 
PECULIAR VIRTUE AND EFFICACY OF GOD, THROUGH THE MEDIUM OF 
WHICH GOD OPERATES. 

1. Ipsum Deun, Spiritu suo, id est, vizsTUTE ATQUE EFFICACTA 
8UA, agentem atque operantem. Faust. Socin. Respons. ad Wiek. 
C. X. 

2. Credo me satis ostendisse, Spiritum Sanctum non esse per- 
sonam, non magis quam alise vel proprietates vel effecta Dei sint 
personee: cm nihil sit aliud, quam PECULIARIS QUZDAM VIRTUS 
ET EFFICACIA DEL Faust. Socin. Respons. ad Wiek. c. x. 

IV. The fourth definition is: that The Holy Ghost is sprgrruat 
GIFTS. 

1. Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations, baptising them in 
the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost: 
as a symbolical profession of that holy religion ; which originated 
with the Father, was taught by Christ the Son (that is, the ser- 
vant and messenger of God), and confirmed by THE GiFts OF THE 
HOLY GHost. New Test. in an Improv. Vers. note on Matt. 
Xxviil. 19. 

2. See also the same definition given, in Catech. Racov. c. vi. 
queest. 12, and in Priestley’s Hist. of Corrupt. part i. sect. 7. 
Works, vol. v. p. 58. | 

V. The fifth definition is: that The Holy Ghost is a cox- 
LECTIVE BODY OF MEN INSPIRED BY GOD. 
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is the third of those three distinct persons, who are 


To decewe the Holy Spirit : that is, MEN WHO WERE INSPIRED BY 
cop. New Testam. in an Improv. Version, note on Acts v. 8, 4. 


VI. The sixth definition is: that The Holy Ghost is tHe 
HIGHEST OF CREATED ANGELS. | 

Justinus Spiritum Sanctum cum angelis conjungit, quasi uxve 
EORUM ESSET ET PRACIPUUS, UT REVERA EST, quicquid Justinus 
senserit. Gilbert. Cleric. Antiniceenism. p. 105. 

Mr. Clerke borrowed this definition from John Biddle, who 
had previously advanced and maintained it as expressing the 
undoubted scriptural import of the Holy Ghost. See Bull. 
Brev. Animad. in Anteniceen. § 24. 

With respect to Justin, as will readily be believed, he says 
nothing of what Mr. Clerke is pleased to attribute to him. I 
subjoin his own words: in which he testifies, under the plural 
form, that, as he and the whole Catholic Church of his day, as 
i subsisted about thirty years after the death of St. John, had 
been catechetically taught by their predecessors the worship and 
adoration of THE VATHER and THE SON and THE SPIRIT; SO Were 
they willing ungrudgingly to communicate the same worship and 
adoration to their successors. 

"AMN’ 'Exeivdy re, xal roy wap’ abrov Yidw édOdvra (cal didad- 
avyra hdc radra cal roy ray GddrAwy éiwopévwy xa Eopowupéver 
ayabiy ayyédwy orparov), Ivetpa re ro xpopnrudy, ceSdpeba 
cal xpooxvvoiper, Adyy xal ddnGelg repadyrrec, kal wayri Bovroptvy 
pabeiv, dc édddxOnper, dpOdvucg wapaddévrec. Justin. Apol. 1. 
Oper. p. 48. Sylburg. 1593. 

My present business, however, is merely to shew, on the un- 
exceptionable authority of Mr. Biddle and Mr. Clerke: that, 
according to one of the six interpretations propounded by the 
Antitrinitarian School, the Holy Ghost is THR HicHEsT (pre- 
cipuus) OFSREATED ANGELS. 
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jointly comprehended within the absoluteness of 
the divine unity. 

4. They differ, finally, in their ascription of essen- 
tial divinity. 

(1.) According to the one system, the Father is 
true God exclusively of the Son and the Spirit. Or, 
at least, when the Spirit is pronounced to be per- 
sonally identical with the Father, the Father is true 
God exclusively of the Son. 

(2.) But, according to the other system, the 
Father is true God, the Son is true God, and the 
Holy Ghost is true God: and all the three, col- 
lectively, are the one true God. Yet the Father, per- 
sonally, is not the Son: nor is the Son, personally, 
the Holy Ghost: nor is the Holy Ghost, peronaty 
the Father. 

- II. Each of these two systems claims alike to be 
founded upon SCRIPTURE. 

But, in reality, the true basis of each is a PaR- 
TICULAR INTERPRETATION OF SCRIPTURE. 

For Scripture ztse/f decides nothing, until it be 
first interpreted. 

On this pomt, simple as it is, I have ob- 
served great confusion of ideas among some 
even of the most approved of the antitrinitarian - 
writers. 

. 1. Mr. Lindsey, for instance, assures us: that 
THE AUTHORITIES OF MEN @re nothing. And he adds: 
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that Zt ts HOLY SCRIPTURE ALONE, which can decide 
the important point at issue between the Trinttarian 
and the Antitrinitarian'. 

(1.) Now, in this two-fold statement, so far as I 


1 Lindsey’s Apol. p. 28. I think it only equitable to say, that 
this confusion of ideas is no way peculiar to the Antitrinitarian 
School. 

We often hear it crudely said by those who ought to know 
better: that They prefer the decision of God’s revealed word to 
the decision of Fathers and Councils. 

I. Such a preference, in the abstract, no sober Christian will 
censure : but this, I apprehend, is not the real question. Be- 
fore we talk of preference, we ought to ascertain wHAT the de- 
cision of God’s revealed word really is: otherwise, we may be 
in no small danger of mistaking our own private decision for the 
authoritative decision of Holy Scripture. 

If. The whole matter, though the propounders of a vulgar 
paralogism are very apt to overlook it, rests upon the point of 
INTERPRETATION: and it does not quite necessarily follow, that 
the decision of God’s revealed word is really that, which we may 
rapidly pronounce to be its decision. 

1. Hence, though no prudent person would broadly prefer 
the decision of Fathers and Councils to the decision of God’s 
revealed word: yet many prudent persons may haply prefer an - 
tnterpretation of God’s word propounded by an ancient Father 
to an tnterpretation of God's word propounded by the insulated 
private judgment of a modern theologian. 

2. A cautious inquirer will always distinguish, between the 
actual decision and the asserted decision, of God's revealed word. 
They are in no wise, of necessity, identical, 
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can understand its purport, Mr. Lindsey advocates a 
plasn impossibility. 

Scripture ALONE, he tells us, must decide the im- 
portant point at issue between the Trinitarian and 
the Antitrinitartan: and The authorities of men are 
NOTHING. 

Yet Scripture, it is quite clear, cannot decide the 
important point at issue, unless it be first inézer- 
preted. And, in the present state of the world, all 
supernatural communication with heaven having 
ceased, Scripture cannot be interpreted save by 
some human being. 

But, whenever Scripture is interpreted by a man, 
EVERY such interpretation must inevitably rest upon 
the authority of @ man. 

Mr. Lindsey, however, without making a single 
exception, declares: that Zhe authorittes of men are 
NOTHING. 

Therefore, inasmuch as ALL interpretations rest 
upon the authorities of men, and inasmuch as the 
authorities of men are NoTHING: it clearly follows; 
that, in the judgment of Mr. Lindsey, Every inter- 
pretation must be alike rejected, on the express 
score of its resting upon NOTHING. 

Now, when EVERY interpretation shall have been 
thus alike equitably rejected; and, consequently, 
when Mr. Lindsey’s own interpretation shall have 
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been rejected among the rest (for Zhe authoritzes of 
men are NOTHING: and Mr. Lindsey’s own interpre- 
tation, however we may admire its ingenuity, is, 
after all, the mere authoritative decision of a man): 
Holy Scripture, at length, remains quite ALONE. 

But, as Mr. Lindsey teaches us, It 1s Holy Scrip- 
ture thus aLONE, or Holy Scripture altogether un- 
adulterated by ANY HUMAN INTERPRETATION, which 
must finally decide the important pownt at tssue be- 
tween the Trinitarian and Antitrinitarian. 

(2.) A prudent inquirer will here naturally ask, 
how this extraordinary feat of controversial decision 
can be accomplished after the mode recommended 
by Mr. Lindsey. For, to all practical intents and 
purposes, SCRIPTURE UNINTERPRETED, or Scripture 
perused without the annexation of a single her- 
meneutic idea to its phraseology, is neither more 
nor less, than SCRIPTURE IN A STATE OF PROFOUND 
SILENCE. 

To the present very obvious question, the very 
obvious reply is the proposition with which I set 
out. 

Mr. Lindsey is the advocate of a plain tmpossi- 
bility. 

For, most indisputably, the entire matter will 
stand in manner following. 

Scripture UNINTERPRETED can decide nothing. 

But, according to Mr. Lindsey, No human inter- 
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pretation, so far as concerns the decision of a theo- 
logical question, is of the least value. For EVERY 
human interpretation rests upon the authority of 
a man. And, as Mr. Lindsey himself distinctly 
assures us, The authorities of men are NOTHING. 

Therefore, when, in one breath, Mr. Lindsey 
tells us; that Scripture ALONE must decide the point 
at essue, and yet that Zhe authorittes of men in the 
interpretation of Scripture are NOTHING : he clearly 
recommends, to our honest labours, the accom- 
plishment of an impossibility. 

(3.) The antitrinitarian admirer of this paradoxi- 
cal speculatist may very possibly urge: that The 
point at sssue ought, indeed, to be decided by Scrip- 
ture ALONE; but, then, so by Scripture alone, as 
SCRIPTURE IS INTERPRETED BY MR. LINDSEY. 

Such a claim, should it be gravely propounded, 
would be nothing better than mere solemn trifling. 

For, in the first place, there seems to be no 
special reason, why we should be bound to take 
the interpretation of Mr. Lindsey, rather than the 
interpretation of an other person. 

And, in the second place, by telling us that Zhe 
authorities of men are NoTHING, Mr. Lindsey hemself 
(a judge, from whom his admirers cannot, in the 
present matter, consistently appeal) has, virtually 
and -by a plain necessity of consequence, assured 
us: that fis own interpretation of Scripture pos- 
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sesses no authority; that, in truth, it is a mere 
NOTHING ; and that it is, thence, unworthy of the 
slightest attention. 

2. Mr. Haynes, according to the account given 
of him by Mr. Lindsey, seems to have involved 
himself in the very same confusion of ideas. For, 
with him also as with Mr. Lindsey, The word of 
God Aone ts to settle the matter: while yet, at the 
same time, No regard is to be paid to ANY human 
scheme or explanation of that word. 

Mr. Lindsey has favoured us with the following 
statement of the principles of this kindred theo- 
logian. 

He was fully persuaded, in his own mind, of the 
truth of his sentiments concerning God and Jesus 
Christ. He founded them upon the Sacred Scrip- 
tures, for which he had the highest veneration. He 
thought himself thoroughly justified, to hts own con- 
science, in taking his notions of God from the word 
of God ALONE. And he, THEREFORE, patd but litile 
regard to ANY human scheme or explanation’. 


1 Lindsey’s Sequel to Apol. p. 20—28. The same contempt 
of primitive antiquity, and the same adulation of their own su- 
perior wisdom in the interpretation of Scripture, as that which 
so strongly characterises our modern Unipersonalists, equally 
characterised the Arians at the beginning of the fourth century. 
Their humour is strongly delineated in an epistle of Alexander 
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Now, than this conduct of Mr. Haynes, built on 
his own avowed principles as reported (very faith- 


of Alexandria to Alexander of Constantinople, which has been 
preserved by Theodoret. 

Qbde rey Apyalwy revac ovyxpivey éavroic altovory® obde, ol¢ 
hpeicg Ex xaldwy epaArfoapery dcdaccadotc, étoovobar avéxovrat. 
’"AAN’ obd€ ray vty ravraxov ovdXNELrovpyay Tia ele pérpoy ao- 
glac yovvrar’ pdvoe gogol xal axrhpovec xal doyparwy evpérat 
héyovrec elvat, cal abroic dwoxexadtgBat pdvocc, dwep obdert ray 
bxd rov frtuov éripy xégucey EXOeivy ele Evvoay. Theod. Hist. 
Eccles. lib.i. c. 4. p.16. Paris. 1673. 

In truth, the imprudent boast of the Arians, that they were 
discoverers of doctrines, doypérwy evpérat, was obviously, even 
in itself, a condemnation of their system. Had their scheme 
set forth the genuine purport of the Gospel, it could not have 
been discovered at the beginning of the fourth century. On the 
contrary, it must have been universally known and received, in 
the Catholic Church, from the very time of the Apostles. A 
confession of doctrinal novelty is a confession of doctrinal false- 
hood. In matters purely secular, such as the arts and sciences, 
we may, from time to time, as the world grows older, reasonably 
expect the making of new discoveries. But, in the very nature 
and necessity of a divine revelation, no new discoveries of doc- 
trine, at an age subsequent to the delivery of the revelation 
itself, can possibly be accomplished. Doctrinal error may, 
doubtless, be removed: and long-smothered doctrinal truth 
may, doubtless, be rediscovered. But, in every such case, the 
acquisition of doctrinal truth must be strictly a rediscovery, as 
contradistinguished from a new discovery: nor can any pretence 
even of a rediscovery be legitimately admitted, unless the pro- 
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fully, I doubt not) by Mr. Lindsey, nothing, surely, 
can be more irrational, more inconsistent, and more 
self-contradictory. 

Mr. Haynes, we are told, paid but little regard 
to any human scheme or to any human explana- 
tion. And yet, upon the mere strength of his own 
explanation of Scripture, he was FULLY PERSUADED 
of the truth of his sentiments concerning God and 
Jesus Christ. In other words, he Was FULLY PER- 
SUADED upon the mere strength of what, even by his 
own shewing, was worthy of but little regard. 

Accordingly, as Mr. Lindsey yet further informs 
us, Mr. Haynes, though he pronounced aL, human 
interpretations of Scripture, and therefore obviously 
hts own among the rest, to be undeserving of the 
least notice, absolutely declared: that He himself 
had NO DOUBTS, NO SCRUPLES, NO SECRET MISGIVINGS, 


pounder can shew, from clear and distinct historical testimony, 
that he has merely brought again to light a long-suppressed and 
a once universally received primeval doctrine. Divine or doc- 
trinal truth must needs be from the very beginning : and, if from 
the very beginning a doctrine has not subsisted, that circumstance 
alone demonstrates its palpable falsehood. There cannot be a 
more hopeless fatuity, than either to assert or to expect a new 
doctrinal discovery in the field of Theology. The asserter of 
any such new discovery is a mountebank: and the expectant of 
it is an idiot. Ip EssE VERUM, QUODCUNQUE PRIMUM: ID ESSE 
ADULTERUM, QUODCUNQUE PosTEkius. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 2. 
Oper. p. 405. 
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that he either Was, or even MIGHT BE, mistaken. But, 
on the contrary, he assured his friends: that He 
had A FULL AND ENTIRE PERSUASION, that hts own 
foundation was MOST CERTAIN AND INFALLIBLE '. 

The truth of the matter is: that, although Mr. 
Haynes claimed to found his sentiments upon the 
word of God atonE, he really founded them upon 
HIS OWN PRIVATE EXPLANATION of that word ; while 
yet, with singular inconsistency, he at the same 
time professed to pay small regard to any human 
scheme or explanation. 

His foundation, in short, as he gravely assures 
us, is most certain and infallible. But his certainty 
and his infallibility rest upon the mere authority 
of a man. And Mr. Lindsey will teach him, that 
the authorities of men are nothing. 

3. Exactly the same remark applies to the 
parallel dogmatism of Dr. Priestley. 

When speaking of the Bible, this writer asserts : 
that He himself, Dr. Priestley to wit, ts IN FULL 
PossEssION Of that strong-hold of his faith’. 


* Lindsey’s Sequel to Apol. p. 20—28. 

* Priestley’s Works, vol. xviii. p. 567. Yet Dr. Priestley 
treats this strong-hold of his faith somewhat unceremoniously : 
for he denies the authority of the Bible to be faal. 

After claiming to have shewn, that there ts no such doctrine 
as that of the Trinity in the Scriptures: he boldly adds; that, 
IF IT HAD BEEN FOUND THERE, IT WOULD HAVE BEEN IMPOSSIBLE 
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Now, in the very nature ahd necessity of things, 
it is certain: that the Bible cannot be the strong- 


FOR A REASONABLE MAN TO BELIEVE IT; as it implies a contra- 
diction, which no mtracles can prove. Hist. of Early Opin. 
Introd. sect. iv. Works, vol. vi. p. 33, 34. 

I. We may safely concede to Dr. Priestley, that a revelation 
from God cannot propound a contradiction : but it does not, by 
any necessary consequence, seem thence to follow, that, what Dr. 
Priestley deems a contradiction, is really such. A more modest, 
and (I will venture to add) a more rational, inquirer would not 
have professed his predeterminatjon to reject a doctrine, even if 
revealed in Scripture, on the very insufficient ground : that such 
a doctrine, to his finite reason, antecedently APPEARED to be a 
contradiction. He would rather, I think, have been humbly 
satisfied : that no REAL contradiction could subsist in a doctrine, 
which, ‘in point of fact, was revealed in Scripture. 

II. Be this, however, as it may, Dr. Priestley denies the au- 
thority of the Bible to be final, while yet he compliments it with 
the title of the strong-hold of his faith. Professedly he would 
not believe the doctrine of the Trinity, even if it could be clearly 
ascertained, as a naked matter of fact, that that doctrine ts 
taught in the Bible. In such a supposed case, which may per- 
adventure turn out to be a true case, he would reject his strong- 
hold the Bible, rather than believe what the Bible teaches. 

III. When a person has once laid it down antecedently, that 
the doctrine of the Trinity cannot be true: he must inevitably 
come to the perusal of Scripture, not with any intention of 
LEARNING what may be there revealed, but with a full resolution 
of so expounding Scripture as to compel it to speak his own 
sentiments and thus to enable him to declare that he rinps in it 4 
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hold of Dr. Priestley’s faith, until he shall have 
first so interpreted it as to enforce its agreement 
with his own system. 

But, in the business of interpretation, the author- 
ittes of men are nothing: and the authority even 
of Dr. Priestley is only the authority of @ man. 

Therefore Dr. Priestley’s faith, being founded 
merely upon fis own interpretation of Scripture, 
which interpretation rests merely upon his own 
human authority, is founded, as Mr. Lindsey will 
teach him, upon nothing. 

III. Discarding, then, the contradictory language 
of some antitrinitarian writers; that Zhe point at 
issue between them and their opponents must be de- 
cided by Scripture ALONE, while yet The authorities 
of men tn the tnterpretation of Scripture are NOTHING : 
we may now say; that Zhe dispute, between the 
modern Trinitarian and the modern Antitrinitarian, 
is really a dispute, not respecting THE AUTHORITY OF 
SCRIPTURE, but respecting THE RIGHT INTERPRETATION 
OF SCRIPTURE. 
system which he had already predetermined to be the truth tn- 
dependently of Scripture. 

Accordingly, the result of Dr. Priestley’s biblical inquiries is 
precisely such as might have been anticipated. 

He came to the sacred volume with a full resolution, not to 


LEARN what it does teach, but to FIND in it what he had pro- 
nounced it ought to teach. 
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- ‘The reason of this is obvious. ¥ 
Though each disputant professes to appeal to 
SCRIPTURE as his voucher and authority: each, in 
truth, appeals to HIs OWN INTERPRETATION OF SCRIP- 
TURE. : 
For, let his reasons be valid or invalid, still, in 
point of fact, each maintains: that his own inter- 
pretation of Scripture, to the exclusion of the in- 
terpretation proposed by his opponent, ought assur- 
edly to be adopted. | 
The naked scriptural dispute being thus finally 
brought, as, in the judgment of plain common 
sense, it always must be finally brought, to the 
question of INTERPRETATION: however each party 
may be satisfied with their own particular view of 
Scripture ; yet, since each party strenuously denies 
the propriety of the interpretation respectively 
advocated by the opposing party, and since without 
some tangible proof more cogent than mere dog- 
matical assertion neither party can have a right to 
demand from the other party an implicit admission 
of this interpretation or of that interpretation, I 
see not, how the dispute can ever be controversially 
settled, save by the adduction of some unexcep- 
tionable umPriRE, to whom both parties may be 
willing to submit, or at least to whom an impartial 
bystander will allow that they ought to submit. 
Now exactly such an umpirg has been excellently 
b2 
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pointed out to us by Dr. Priestley: and his state- 
ment so bears upon its very front the impress of 
truth and reason, that no sober inquirer, I think, 
of either party, can possibly start any maintainable 
objection; least of all can the members of the 
Antitrinitarian School, since the umpire in question 
has been spontaneously proposed by one of them- 
selves. 

The proposal of this umpire, who is peculiarly 
unexceptionable because in truth he is called in 
purely to decide upon a question of Fact, I shall 
give in the precise words of his proposer Dr. 
Priestley. 

The true doctrine, concerning the person of Christ, 
must be allowed to have been held by the Apostles. 

They, no doubt, knew, whether their Master was 
only a man like themselves, or their Maker. 

Their tmmedtate disciples would recewwe and main~ 
tain the same doctrine that they held. — 

And it must have been some time, before any other 
could have been introduced and have spread to any 
extent: and, especially, before it could have become 
the prevailing opinion '. 


’ Priestley’s Reply to Animad. Introd. sect. iv. Works, vol, 
XVili. p. 23. 

On the divine authority of the Christian Scriptures as a Rule 
of Faith, the American theologian, Dr. Channing is full and ex- 
press: but his deductions from those Scriptures rest not upon 
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1. In asserting, on the part of the primitive 
Church, the moral impossibility of error so far as 


any more solid foundation, than his own gratuitous assumption of 
their accuracy. ) 
- Jesus Christ is the only master of Christians : and, WHATEVER 
HE TAUGHT, EITHER DURING HIS PERSONAL MINISTRY, OR BY HI8 
INSPIRED APOSTLES, we regard as of divine authority, and profess 
to make the rule of our lives. Sermon at the ordin. of Mr. Sparks, 
p- 5. fifth Liverpool edit. — 

I, Whether, after such a declaration, Dr. Channing, like Dr. 
Priestley, would, with a high hand, reject the doctrine of the 
Trinity, even if he were evidentially satisfied, that, in point of 
fact, it is revealed in Scripture ; I will not undertake to deter- 
mine : I canonly hope, that he would not be guilty of this strange 
and unhallowed inconsistency. | 

That Dr. Channing thinks and believes his own interpretation 
of Scripture to be correct, I make no doubt: but the very 
strongest belief and persuaston, on the part of any mere dog- 
matical interpreter, is no PROOF. 

1. Here lies the grand defect of modern Antitrinitarianism. 
IT 18 A COMPLETE TISSUE OF HERMENEUTIC ASSUMPTION AND AS- 
SERTION. 

Dr. Priestley, indeed, in his two Histories, as if conscious 
of this blot, has attempted to remove it, after the only mode in 
which it can be removed : with what success, may perhaps ap- 
pear in the course of the following investigation. As for Dr. 
Channing, like the rest of his School, he gives us his own expo- 
sition of Scripture : but, if we ask for Proor that his exposition 
is the true exposition, we shall vainly seek for any evidence 
more cogent, than his own belief and persuasion that he does 
give the true exposition. 


Now, 
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respects the mere Fact, Khat the Apostles did or 
did not teach to that Church concerning the nature 


Now, so far as I can comprehend the principles of right reason- 
ing, this is what is called a PETITIO PRINCIPII: or, in other words, 
it is to assuME the very point which ought to have been proven. 

How do I know, that Dr. Channing’s interpretation gives, as 
it professes, the real mind of Scripture? Why am I to receive 
the exposition of an Antitrinitarian, when he assigns no better 
veason for my receiving it; than that he himself pronounces it 
exclusively rational, and that he himself believes it to be true? 

That Dr. Channing is sincere in his belief that he has hit 
upon the genuine exposition of Scripture, I may readily and 
safely admit. But what is thts, in the way of suasive DEMoN- 
STRATION ? 

2. Again I must repeat: that even the most honest conviction 
of Dr. Channing or of any other antitrinitarian divine, in regard 
to the perfect accuracy of his scriptural interpretation, is to 
me no PRooF, that he is really a sound interpreter. Without 
PROOF, my feeling is only that of the Incredulus odi. I ask for 
Proor; and I'am met by AssERTION. 

II. On the same. mistaken principle of substituting mere 
dogmatism for direct evidence, Dr. Channing asks: How can the 
Protestant escape from Transubstantiation, a doctrine most clearly 
taught us, if the submission of reason, now contended for, be a 
duty? Ibid. p. 13, 

1. Truly, a protestant Catholic, were he to work upon the 
basis recommended by Dr. Channing, would make but a sorry 
figure in the presence of an intelligent roman Catholic. 

The latter would immediately ask him; and very reasonably, 
to boot, would he ask him: Why a Romanist is bound to take a 
Protestant’s interpretation of our Lord's words, rather than his 
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of God and of Christ: I confess myself quite to 
agree with Dr. Priestley. 


own interpretation of them; merely because the Protestant as- 
sents, that his inierpretation of them is undoubtedly the true in- 
terpretation? 

Were I a Transubstantialist, and were I treated by an oppo- 
nent with nothing more cogent than DOGMATICAL ASSERTION; 
verily, I should remain a Transubstantialist to the end of my 
life: for I should obviously discern no reason, why, on the 
ground of bare asseveration, I ought to relinquish my exposition. 
in favour of a protestant exposition. 

2. But, in truth, until taught by Dr. Channing, I never was 
aware : that the doctrine of Transubstantiation és clearly pro- 
pounded in Scripture, whence it can only be dislodged by bring- 
ing the artillery of human reason to bear upon it. On the con- 
trary, I had always conceived, with Tertullian and Cyril of Je- 
rusalem and Athanasius and Augustine and Walafrid Strabo and 
Arnold of Bonneval, that our Lord himself guards us against a 
literal interpretation of his words, by telling us: that t is the 
spirst which quickeneth, that the flesh profteth nothing, and that 
his words are spirit and life. John vi. 68. See Tertull. de re- 
surr. carn. § xxviii. Oper. p. 69. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. Mystag. 
iv. p. 286, 237, 238. Athan. in illud Evan. Quicunque dixerit 
verbum contra filium hominis. Oper. vol. i. p. 771,772. August. 
Enarr. in Psalm. xcviii. Oper. vol. viii. p. 397. Walaf. Strab. de 
Reb. Eccles. c. xvi. Arnold. Tractat. de Coen. Domin. ad calc. 
Oper. Cyprian. vol. ii. p. 40. 

8. No protestant Catholic, who understood the real ground 
of making good his difference from the Roman Church, would 
ever, mutatis mutandis, say with Dr. Priestley: that, even if 
the doctrine of Transubstantiation were assuredly found in Scrip- 

7 
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- (1.) Clearly, I think, the primitive Church must, 
in all the fulness of absolute certainty, have known 


ture, still he would not believe it. To use the phraseology of 
Dr. Channing, he escapes from that doctrine, without the least 
difficulty and without the least incongruity : because, as, herme- 
neutically, his Saviour directs him to understand and to interpret 
his words spiritually or figuratively ; 80, in matter of fact, he 
finds, that those words were so understood and interpreted by 
the primitive Church, and that all change of substance by the 
consecration of the elements was even tolidem verbis explicitly 
denied. See August. Enarr. in Psalm. xcviii. Oper. vol. viii. 
p. 397. Theodor. Dial. ii. Oper. vol. iv. p. 84, 85. Gelas. de 
duab. Christ. natur. in Biblioth. Patr. vol. iv. p. 422. Ephreem. 
Theopol. apud Phot. Bibl. cod. cexxix. p. 794. Facund. Defens. 
Concil. Chalced. lib. ix. c. 5. Oper. p. 144. 

(1.) On this ground, he rejects the doctrine of Transubstan- 
tiation : and, if historical testimony were equally strong against 
the doctrine of the Trinity, he would equally reject that doc- 
trine also. For, in that case, he would feel assured, that the 
trinitarian exposition of Scripture must be erroneous : because — 
the doctrine in question could not be scripturally true, if the 
Catholic Church had invariably disowned and rejected it from 
the very beginning. | 

(2.) But the very reverse of this is the fact, as will amply 
appear in the course of the present purely historical inquiry : 
nor has the modern Antitrinitarian any thing to oppose to such 
direct testimony, save the mere DOGMATICAL ASSERTION that his 
own private interpretation of Scripture must be the true inter- 
pretation. 

4. In short, the protestant Catholic rejects the doctrine of 
Transubstantiation on the precise ground that he admits the doc- 
trine of the Trinity. 

(1.) if 
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and distinctly understood: Whether the Apostles 
taught, that God eatsts only in one person, and that 


(1.) If the two doctrines stood on the same historical basis, he 
would perceive himself to have a direct Proor, that each alike 
is propounded in Scripture. And thence he would also per- 
ceive, that he must either reject Scripture (which Dr. Channing 
professes to regard as of divine authority), or that he must re- 
ceive them both. For the direct proof of a fact must always, 
in the very nature of evidence, outweigh any private interpre- 
tation of Scripture : because a private interpretation, resting, as 
it does, only on the mere opinion of the interpreter, may be er- 
foneous ; but a fact, established upon competent evidence, is 
incontrovertible. 

(2.) On the loose and unsatisfactory principles of Dr. Channing, 
I would as little reject the doctrine of Transubstantiation, as I 
would reject the doctrine of the Trinity : because, on those prin- 
ciples, when I ask for rroor that his interpretation of Scripture 
is correct, I have nothing more convincing than his own bare 
ASSERTION that it ts correct. 

He happens to be theologically right, indeed, in rejecting the 
doctrine of Transubstantiation: but, according to the just laws 
of evidence, based on his own admission, that, Whatever Christ 
taught, either during hts personal ministry, or by his inspired 
Apostles, must be regarded as of divine authority ; this is merely 
a fortunate accident. 

The ground, on which he rejects it, is perfectly unsatisfactory: 
because, instead of being EVIDENTIAL, it is purely Do@MATICAL. 

5. I am glad to make this statement, because Antitrinitarians 
are fond of intimating: that the doctrine of the Trinity is not 
better established than the doctrine of Transubstantiation; and 
that the same hermeneutic process will overturn both, when in 
truth it will overturn neither. 
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Christ was a mere man; or Whether the Apostles 
taught, that God exists in three persons, and that 
Christ ts both man and God. 

This, as Dr. Priestley well judged, is, not AN 
ABSTRACT QUESTION OF REASONING, but A NAKED 
QUESTION OF FACT: and the difference, between the 
two systems of Humanitarian Antitrinitarianism 
and Divinitarian Trinitarianism, is so broadly 
marked and so positively determinate, that the 
primitive Church could not possibly have been 
mistaken, as to wHIcH system was really, by the 
Apostles, delivered and inculcated. 

(2.) Whether the Apostles, in what they did 
teach, taught the truth or not the truth: is 
nothing whatsoever to The simple question of their 
TEACHING, When that question is viewed as A NAKED 
QUESTION OF FACT. 

He, that receives the Gospel as a divine re- 
velation, will of course believe, that they did 
teach the truth: he, that rejects it, will equally 
of course believe, that their lessons are nothing 
better than a mere tissue of falsehood and im- 
posture. 

But, in either case, the BaRE Fact, of Their 
TEACHING thes system of doctrine or that system of 
doctrine, will remain altogether undisturbed. And, 
respecting that BARE Fact, the primitive Church, 
according to the very rational and satisfactory 
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decision of Dr. Priestley, could not have been 
mistaken, 

2. Here, then, by the spontaneous admission of 
a leading Antitrinitarian himself, we have obtained 
AN UNEXCEPTIONABLE UMPIRE. 

(1.) The whole question now stands reduced to 
A SIMPLE QUESTION OF HISTORICAL TESTIMONY, 

If (just as we would ascertain any other point) 
we can, on sufficient evidence, ascertain the mere 
naked point; wHaT scheme of doctrine, respecting 
the nature of God and the personal character of 
Christ, the primitive Church, on the professed ground 
that she had recewed it from the Apostles, invariably 
maintained and inculcated: the dispute, between 
the modern Trinitarian and the modern Antitrini- 
tarian, ought plainly, in all reason, to be BroneM 
to a termination. 

For, as Dr.. Priestley well remarks, the TRUE 
doctrine, concerning the person of Christ, must be 
allowed to have been held by the Apostles: and the 
same doctrine, as that which they held, must have 
been received and maintained by their immedtate dis- 
ciples and successors. 

Hence, in historically ascertaining, WHAT was 
taught by the Apostles, and wHaT from them was 
received by the primitive Church: we historically 
ascertain, according to Dr. Priestley’s own state- 
ment, the indisputably TRUE doctrine. 
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' (2.) From ¢his point, therefore, would we act 
rationally and consistently, all dispute must ter- 
minate. ; 

On the ground, common alike to Trinitarians 
and to Antitrinitarians ; the ground, I mean, that 
CHRISTIANITY IS AN UNDOUBTED REVELATION FROM 
HEAVEN: on ¢iis common ground, the Apostles 
could not have taught gme doctrine; while the 
Bible, received and partly penned by themselves, 
inculcates quite another doctrine. 

Most assuredly and most indisputably, WHATEVER 
the Apostles taught respecting the nature of God 
and of Christ, and whatever. the primitive Church 
professedly received from them respecting such 
doctrinal matters: that, let it be what it may, 
must be the true import of the Bible. 

If, by invincible historical testimony, we learn, 
that the Apostles taught, and that the primitive 
Church received from them, that precise scheme 
which constitutes the system.of modern Antitrini- 
tarianism : then, assuredly, the scheme of Trini- 
tarianism will be utterly indefensible ; then that 
scheme must be rejected, as a manifest corruption 
of the original faith once delivered to the Saints ; 
then the doctors of the Unipersonal School must 
be recognised, as the only sound interpreters of 
Scripture. 

But, if the reverse should prove to be the case : 
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if, by invincible historical testimony, we should 
learn, that the Apostles taught, and that the 
primitive Church received from them, the precise 
scheme which constitutes the theological system 
of modern Trinitarianism: then, no doubt, we 
shall be irresistibly brought to a directly opposite 
conclusion ; then, no doubt, the only sound inter- 
preters of Scripture will be those, who, analagously 
to the ascertained primitive apostolical teaching, 
deduce from it the doctrines of the godhead of the 
man Jesus Christ and of the existence of a consub- 
stantial Trinity of Persons in the mysterious Unity 
of the Divine Essence. 

IV. In thus adducing external testimony as AN 
UMPIRE, let it not be said: that I am confessing 
the authority of scripTURE ALONE to be insufficient. 

1. Truly I am doing nothing of the sort. 

Upon the mind of the honest inquirer it cannot 
be too often impressed: that The dispute, between 
the modern Trinitarian and the modern Antlitrins- 
tarian, respects, not the auTHoRITY of Scripture, but 
st8 IMPORT. 

Therefore, as the aurHority of Scripture is not 
the point under litigation: so, in the adduction 
of external testimony with respect to the true 
m™porT of Scripture, I really do nothing more than 
what the very terms of the dispute inevitably 
require. 
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2. On the bare principle of lingual intelligibility, 
and on the reasonable presumption that God would 
not communicate a revelation of his own peculiar 
nature in terms which (by conventional phrase- 
ology) could not but be misunderstood, however 
firmly a Trinitarian may be himself persuaded, that 
Scripture, in its plain and natural sense, is de- 
cidedly ranged on fis side of the question : still, 
in actual controversy, the firm persuasion of a Tri- 
nitarian will be no very effective argument with an 
Antitrinitarian, whose perhaps equally firm per- 
suasion it is, that Scripture is ranged on the 
directly opposite side of the question. 

Between the Trinitarian and the Antitrinitarian, 
the point litigated ts THE VERY IMPORT OF SCRIPTURE. 

Hence, however great may be the scréptural 
conviction of the Trinitarian himself, I cannot but 
deem it vain and useless for him to argue, from 
Scripture as to the mport of Scripture, with an 
Antitrinitarian, who asserts, that every passage, 
probatively adduced by him, is erroneously inter- 
preted. 

Let him bring forward his scriptural evidence, 
with whatever supposed clearness, and with what- 
ever complete conviction impressed upon hts own 
mind: s¢il/ his adversary contends, that the anti- 
trinitarian view of Scripture is its only true view; 
stull contends, that, in biblical interpretation, his 
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own authority is decisive, at the very time when 
he assures us that the authorities of men are no- 
thing ; s#/2 contends, that all impartial inquirers 
must be particularly on their guard against what is 
called the natural signification of words and phrases’. 

What, says Tertullian, will you gain, my tho- 
roughly well read Scripturist: when, if you defend 
any position, that identical position skall be flatly 
denied ; or, if you deny any position, that self-same 
position shall be strenuously defended? Truly, you 
will lose indeed nothing, save, through the labour of 
contention, the clearness of your voice: but then you 
will also gain nothing, save, through the blasphemtes 
of your opponent, an abundant accession of bile*. 

3. Under these circumstances, a controversial 


1 T subjoin the admonition of Mr. Belsham. 

Impartial and sincere inquirers after truth must be particu- 
LARLY upon their guard against what ts called THE NATURAL 
SIGNIFICATION OF WORDS AND PHRASES. Belsham’s Calm Inquiry, 
p. 5. 

The admonition is, at least, a remarkable one. On this point, 
however, and on the real mind of Scripture as understood 
and explained by the primitive Church, see below, append. i. 
numb. 1. 

2 Quid promovebis, exercitatissime Scripturarum: cum, si 
quid defenderis, negetur ex diverso; si quid negaveris, defen- 
datur? Et tu quidem nihil perdes, nisi vocem in contentione : 
nihil consequeris,- nisi bilem de ‘blasphematione. Tertull. de 
preescript. adv. her. § 5. Oper. p. 101. Rhenan. 
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appeal to Scripture is rendered useless: for, THE 
VERY. IMPORT OF SCRIPTURE being zése/f litigated, the 
parties have obviously no common ground of argu- 
ment. = 

Therefore, as Tertullian well remarks on a simi~ 
lar case, we must make no appeal to Screpture: nor 
must we, on Scripture, rest the stress of the contest '. 

By the Trinitarian such an appeal must be aban- 
doned, not from any acknowledgment of the real 
insufficiency of Scripture to decide the question, 
but from an experimental conviction of its practical 
inefficiency. 

When THE VERY IMPORT OF SCRIPTURE is itself 
disputed, Scripture, as Tertullian rightly judged, 
can no longer be profitably employed as an umpire. 
Henceforth, the controversy respects THE TRUE 
MEANING OF GOD’s WORD: and it is vain to appeal to 
that word, when THE MEANING ITSELF OF GOD’s WORD 
is the very matter litigated *. 


' Ergo non ad Scripturas provocandum est : nec in his con- 
stituendum certamen. Tertull. de preescript. adv. heer. § 5. 
Oper. p. 101. 

* Perhaps it may not be useless here to exhibit some speci- 
mens of modern antitrinitarian reasoning from Scripture: rea- 
soning, which, however common, the Trinitarian ventures to 
esteem palpably inconclusive. 

I. For the avowed purpose of establishing their own system 
and. of subverting that of their opponents, it is a frequent prac- 
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' 4. What then remains, but to call in the testi- 
mony of History and to appeal to the voice of pri- 
mitive Antiquity ? 


tice with Antitrinitarians to adduce texts, which declare Christ 
to be a man. 

1. But what has this to do with the real question: when, all 
the while, the identical humanity of Christ, as established by 
those very texts, is professedly a part of the doctrinal system 
maintained by the Trinitarians ? 

2. By such a palpably superfluous process, which argues 
either a gross Ignoratio Elencht or something much worse than 
such ignorance, the Antitrinitarian completely travels out of the 
record: for he merely proves, what the Trinitarian never thought 
of denying. 

8. His object is, indeed, through the medium of those texts, 
to set aside the doctrine of Christ's divinity: but his argument 
is so grossly illogical, that even a child might expose its glaring 
inconclusiveness. 

To say, that Christ ts Nor God BECAUSE he ts man, is, in truth, 
to beg the very matter in debate. 

For the debate is: not Whether Christ be true man; but 
Whether Christ be true man and true God united. 

II. So likewise, for the purpose of confounding their anta- 
gonists, Antitrinitarians not unfrequently adduce texts, which 
declare the Son to be tnfertor to the Father. 

1. But, here again, what has ¢hzs to do with the real question: 
when, all the while, Trinitarians themselves expressly maintain 
the inferiority of the Son to the Father under certain specific and 
well defined aspects ? 

2. With accurate thinkers, at least, I see not, how the cause 
of Antitrinitaridnism is to be advanced by the controversial pro- 
duction of texts, which say nothing but what Trinitarians them- 

VOL. I. C 
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In this way only, can we expect to obtain a 
distinct controversial proor, that any given inter- 
pretation really and correctly exhibits the genuine 
sense of Scripture: in this way only, with a deter- 
mined antitrinitarian disputant, can the debate be 
beneficially conducted : in this way only, can we 
even hope to work any conviction in minds, which 
as claiming to be exclusively reasonable have long 
been accustomed to a particular line of exposition, 
and which thence not unnaturally view it as alone 
propounding the true mind of God's written reve- 
lation. 


selves say, and which by Trinitarians themselves are EQUALLY 
cited for the avowed purpose of establishing their own doctrine 
that Under certain aspects the Son ts undoubtedly tnfertor to the 
Father. 

III. In a similar manner, for the purpose of confuting the 
doctrine of the Trinity, Antitrinitarians delight in quoting texts 
which assert the Unity of God. 

1. But how is this to avail them: when, all the while, God’s 
Unity is not the matter litigated ? 

2. The true dispute respects, not The Unity of God, but The 
precise mode of that Unity. 

Hence, to adduce texts, which teach only a doctrine main- 
tained altke by Trinitarian and by Antitrinitarian, is nothing 
better than mere solemn trifling: for such a process leaves the 
real question exactly where it found it. 

Every Trinitarian is an Unitarian: though every Unitarian 
is not a Trinitarian. The name Unitarian is common alike to 
both parties. 
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V. Nor is such a mode of conducting the debate 
by any means useless even to the sincere and 
devout Catholic. 

1, A thought must sometimes cross his mind, as 
to the sentiments and the creed of that primitive 
Church which chronologically touched the age of 
the inspired and therefore doctrinally infallible 
Apostles. 

2. He is convinced, indeed, personally, from Scrip- 
ture ALONE: and he would be personally satisfied 
as to the truth of his system, even if he had no 
other book to resort to. But, still, he must inevit- 
ably perceive: that, in the very nature and neces- 
sity of things, if 4zs view of Scripture be correct, 
the same must also have been the view taken of it 
by the Church Catholic from the beginning. 

3. Hence his personal conviction will be greatly 
strengthened, and his mind will in no small degree 
be comforted, when, from the extrinsic and inde- 
pendent testimony of History, he shall have learned: 
that the very faith, for which he contends, is the 
identical faith once delivered to the saints by the 
inspired Apostles themselves. 

VI. Thus, I think, will benefit result to the 
pious Catholic of whatever Church provincial or 
national. 

The Catholic, however, of the Anglican Church, 
may justly, in a yet more especial manner, be 

c2 
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led to favour such a mode of conducting the 
inquiry. For the Anglican Church has always 
professed to build her code of doctrine, authori- 
tatively indeed upon SCRIPTURE ALONE, but herme- 
neutically upon SCRIPTURE AS EXPLAINED BY PRIMITIVE 
ANTIQUITY *. 


1 Holy Scripture containeth all things necessary to salvation : 
so that, whatsoever is not read therein, nor may be proved 
thereby, is not to be required of any man, that it should be 
believed as an article of the Faith, or be thought requisite or 
necessary to salvation. Art. vi. 

Ista nos didicimus a Christo, ab Apostolis, et sanctis Patri- 
bus: et eadem bona fide docemus populum Dei. Juell. Apol. 
Eccles. Anglican. apud Enchirid. Theologic. vol. i. p. 228. 

A primitiva Ecclesia, ab Apostolis, a Christo, non discessimus. 
Ibid. p. 295. | 7 

Accessimus, quantum maximé potuimus, ad Ecclesiam Apos- 
tolorum et veterum catholicorum Episcoporum et Patrum :—nec 
tantum doctrinam nostram, sed etiam sacramenta, precumque 
publicarum formam, ad illorum ritus et instituta direximus.— 
Inde enim putavimus instaurationem petendam esse, unde prima 
Religionis initia ducta essent. [ac enim ratio, inquit antiquis- 
simus pater Tertullianus, valet adversus omnes hereses: Id esse 
verum, quodcunque primum ; td esse adulterum, quodcunque pos- 
tertus. Irenseus szepe ad antiquissimas Ecclesias provocavit, 
que Christo fuissent viciniores, quasque credibile vix esset erra- 
visse. Ibid. p. 328. 

Nos, et ex Sacris Libris, quos scimus non posse fallere, certam 
quandam Religionis formam queesivisse ; et ad veterum Patrum 
atque Apostolorum primitivam Ecclesiam, hoc est, ad primordia 
atque initia, tanquam ad fontes, rediisse. Ibid. p. 340. 

Opto, 
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Herein she has judged well and wisely. 

ScRIPTURE and ANTIQUITY are the two pillars, 
upon which all rationally established Faith must 
ultimately repose. 

If we reject scRIPTURE, we reject the very basis 
of theological belief: if we reject ANTIQUITY, we 
reject historical evidence to soundness of interpre- 
tation. 

When the two are combined, we attain to MORAL 
CERTAINTY: and, in matters which by their very 
nature admit not of mathematical proof, mMoraL 
CERTAINTY is the highest point to which we can 
possibly attain '. 

‘VII. Lest, in the present day, this Work should 
be hastily deemed superfluous and supererogatory, 
I may be permitted to state: that its plan and 


Opto, cum Melancthone et Ecclesia Anglicana, per canalem 
Antiquitatis deduci ad nos dogmata fidei e fonte Sacree Scrip- 
turse derivata. Alioquin, quis futurus est novandi finis? Casaub. 
Epist. 744. | 

Quod si me conjectura non fallit, totius Reformationis pars 
integerrima_est in Anglia: ubi, cum studio Veritatis, viget 
studium Antiquitatis. Casaub. Epist. 837. 

Rex cum Ecclesia Anglicana pronunciat, eam demum se doc- 
trinam pro vera simul et necessaria ad salutem agnoscere, quee, 
e fonte Sacree Scripture manans, per consensum veteris Eccle- 
siee, ceu per canalem, ad hec tempora fuerit derivata. Casaub. 
Epist. 838. 

1 See Bp. Stillingfleet’s Rational Account of the grounds of 


Protest. Relig. part i. chap. 2. § 9. p. 59. 
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object differ essentially from the plans and objects 
of its predecessors. 

1. Those, who wish distinctly to learn the in- 
dividual opinions of the earlier ecclesiastical writers 
respecting the nature and character of our Lord ; 
I refer to the valuable Work of Dr. Burton, enti- 
tled Zestimonies of the Antentcene Fathers to the 
divinity of Christ’. 

Dr. Burton and myself both aim ultimately at 
the same point. But our respective modes of con- 
ducting the inquiry are essentially, and indeed pro- 
fessedly, different. | 

(1.) He gives at large the personal sentiments of 
the leading individuals, who flourished anterior to 
the first Council of Nice, in regard to the nature 
and character of Christ. Whence the obvious in- 
ference is: that The Catholic Church could not 
have held one doctrine, while these leading individuals 
held quite ANOTHER doctrine. 

(2.) Z, on the contrary, have no concern with 
those leading individuals, in respect to the bare 
expression of their own personal sentiments. For 
my declared business is to adduce them, only so 
far as they are witnesses to the naked historical 
Fact: that The Catholic Church at large, in the 


1 Now Regius Professor of Divinity in the University of Ox- 
ford. Feb. 2. 1830. 
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times when they severally flourished, held such or 
such a system of doctrine, on the professed ground of 
authoritatwe derwation from the Apostles. In other 
words, my object is to ascertain, on the ordinary 
legitimate principles of historical evidence: not 
what the individual Antenicene Fathers themselves 
believed, as to the nature of God and of Christ ; 
but what was maintained and taught by the entire 
primitive Church, up to the very apostolic age, and 
on the very basis of avowed apostolic derivation. 

2. To the well-read theologian, I need scarcely 
to remark: that the drift of Bishop Bull's great 
Work, The Defence of the Nicene Faith, differs yet 
again from the drift both of Dr. Burton’s Work 
and of my own. 

For the object of that profoundly learned Pre- 
late is to shew: that The specific faith of the Nicene 
Creed, in regard to the four several points, of THE 
PRE-EXISTENCE @7d THE CONSUBSTANTIALITY Gnd THE 
CO-ETERNITY dnd THE ECONOMICAL SUBORDINATION of 
the Son with reference to the Father, was invariably, 
from the very first, the fasth of all the Antenicene 
Doctors. 

8. I may add: that, of the two shorter Treatises 
of Bishop Bull, his Judgment of the Catholic Church, 
like Dr. Waterland’s Treatise on Zhe Importance 
of the doctrine of the Holy Trinity, respects only 
The necessity of believing that Christ is very God; 
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while his Primitive and Apostolic Tradition is chiefly 
occupied in shewing, that, As Justin Martyr bor- 
rowed not the doctrine of the Trinity from Pla- 
tonism, so neither was he the first who tntroduced it 
into the alleged hitherto untipersonalising Church 
Catholic. 

VIII. From the various objects of all these 
Works, my own very simple object altogether 
differs. 

1. That object is, nakedly and abstractedly, 
through the medium of whatever testimony I can 
collect, to establish, precisely as any other circum- 
stance might by competent evidence be estab- 
lished, the bare historical ract: that The Catholic 
Church, which flourished in the age and under the 
immediate teaching of the Apostles themselves, re- 
ceived and maintained, on the avowed and express 
ground of apostolical authority, the doctrine of the 
Holy Trinity with the dependent doctrine of the 
theanthropic character of our Lord and Saviour 
Jesus Christ. 

2. From the establishment of such a Fact, the 
result is obvious. But still I profess myself to be 
concerned with nothing more, than THE HISTORICAL 
ESTABLISHMENT OF THE FACT ITSELF. 


Lone-Newrton Rectory, 
Sept. 4. 1828. 
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POSTSCRIPT. 


While these sheets were passing through the press, I had the 
pleasure of reading Dr. Burton’s last Work, entitled Testimonies 
of the Antenicene Fathers to the doctrine of the Trinity and of 
the divinity of the Holy Ghost. 

This Work as little interferes with my own plan, as his former 
very valuable Work. But, though even on that account alone it 
would -have been proper for me to mention it: there is one par- 
ticular, which, in vindication of myself, I may be permitted spe- 
cially to notice. 

Dr. Priestley alleges, that Origen thought it a matter of doubt, 
whether the Holy Spirit was not made by Christ: and, by way 
of proof, he adduces a passage from that writer’s Commentary 
on the Gospel of St. John. 

This passage, as it is cited by Dr. Priestley, I have given in 
Append. ii. numb. iii. § I. 2: and I refuse to allow, that it 
affords any warrant for the allegation which has been built 
upon it. 

In noticing the same passage, Dr. Burton, I readily admit, 
does not concede alJ that an Antitrinitarian might urge him to 
concede: for he states, that, in concurrence with Bishop Bull, he 
has ventured to question the justice of the attacks which have 
been made upon Origen, on the ground that he has used ex- 
pressions concerning the Son and the Holy Ghost which are 
inconsistent with the orthodox notion of their divinity. Still, 
however, his language is such, as to import, that the present 
passage might well give occasion to a charge like that preferred 
by Dr. Priestley. 

Such, says the learned Professor, ts thts extraordinary, and, I 
must add, unfortunate, passage of Origen, which I have quoted at 
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length, and have endeavoured to translate with the utmost fairness. 
If the reader should decide from tt, that Origen did not believe 
the eternity of the Holy Ghost ; he will think, that the enemtes of 
Origen were not without grounds when they questioned his ortho- 
doxy. It is not my intention entirely to exculpate him. Tes- 
timon. of Antenic. Fathers, p. 101. 

The entire passage, in the original Greek, runs as follows. 

‘“Hptic pévrovye rpeic troordcets wecOdpevor ruyxavey, ror 
HWarépa cal rov Yidw cai ro“Ayeoy Lvevpa, cai dyévynrov pndey 
Erepov rov Uarpdc elvat xtorebvovrec, dc evoeBéorepoy cai ddnOec, 
wpoaépeOa To, Tavrwy Out TOU Adyou yevopuerwy, ro" Aywy Lvetpn 
wravrwy elvar ryumrepoy, Kal rater tavrwy ray vxo rou Larpoc 
dee Xptorod yeyernuérwy. Kadrdya airn éoriy } alrla rod py) 
wal abrovwy xpnparifew rov Geov, pdvou rov povoysvoic gicee 
Yios dpyxiev rvyydvovroc, ob yphlew Eouwe ro“Aycoy Lveipa, 
Staxovotrro¢g abrot ry dxoordaet, ob pdvoy eic ro elyat, d\Aa cal 
copor elvac kai Noyudy cal dixavoy cal way drixorody xp abro 
voeiy rvyyavey, Kara peroxi)y rey wpoeipnpuévwy iyuiy Xprorobv 
exo. 

Of this passage I give the following translation, which, in one 
single place, differs from that of Dr. Burton. 

We, however, being persuaded that there are three hypostases 
the Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost, and belteving that 
nothing is unproduced beside the Father, adopt this, as the more 
prous and the true opinion: that, all things being made by the 
Word, the Holy Ghost is more honourable than all of them, and 
more so in rank than all the things which were made by the Father 
through Christ. And perhaps this is the reason, why he is not 
also called the very Son of God, the Only-Begotten alone betng 
the Son by nature from the beginning, who seems to have been 
needful to the Holy Ghost, ministering to his hypostasts, not only 
that he might exist, but also that he might be wise and rational 
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and just and whatever else it be right for us to suppose him to de, 
according to his participation in those qualities which we have 
before mentioned as belonging to Christ. 

The place, where I differ from Dr. Burton, is in my view of the 
expression, c:axovotyrog abrov ry tbrocrace. I have rendered 
it, ministering to his hypostasts: he translates it, to have assisted 
wn forming his hypostasis. 

Now Dr. Burton’s translation strikes me, as involving an un- 
necessary concession: and I submit, whether my own rendering 
be not more literally correct. 

So far as I can judge, Origen is in no wise denying the eternity 
of the Holy Ghost; neither does he speak of his having been 
made by Christ, as Dr. Priestley pretends : he merely, I appre- 
bend, distinguishes between the generation of the Son and what 
is called the procession of the Holy Ghost. God the Father, 
being alone (as the early ecclesiastics speak) God of himself and 
The Fountain of Deity, is the cause of derivative existence to the 
Son: and the Son, conjointly with the Father, is the cause of 
derivative existence to the Spirit. For the three divine hypos- 
tases are mutually consubstantial: and, though the Father, in 
point of order, is ultimately the root or fountain both of the Son 
and of the Holy Ghost; yet, the Father being eternal, every 
emanation from him is eternal likewise, Just as the emanating 
light of the solar orb would be eternal, if the solar orb itself were 
eternal. 

This, I think, when Origen is compared both with himself and 
with the declared doctrine of the early Catholic Church at large, 
is the fair and natural and obvious import of the passage: nor 
do I perceive any reason, why a different sense should be 
ascribed to it. 

In truth, there is so remarkable an affinity of Origen’s lan- 
guage respecting the Holy Ghost to Justin’s language respecting 
the Son, that, so far as I can discern, we might as well suppose 

I 
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that Justin defines the Son to have been created by the Father 
as that Origen defines the Spirit to have been created by the 
Son, ; 

Origen says: that The Son ministers to the hypostasis of the 
Spirit, both in order to his existence, and in order to his having 
wisdom and reason and righteousness. 

Justin says: that The Lord, as Father and God, is to the Son 
the cause, both of his existence, and also of his being powerful 
and Lord and God. 

In the original Greek, Origen says: Acaxovotyroc abrov r7 
iwoordcet, ob pdvoy elg ro elvat, dAAa Kal copoy eivac Kal Noye- 
Koy Kat dixatoy. 

In the original Greek, Justin says: Kupide gory, o¢ Tarap 
cal Ocdc, aircde re abrg rot elvat, cal dvvarg cai Kupip xai Oe. 
Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 281. 

I contend for nothing more, than a fair homogeneous catholic 
interpretation of each of the two manifestly parallel passages. 


March 19, 1882. 
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I. According to the plan of the author’s Work, however, 
which solely respects an historical question of Fact, 
this examination will not comprehend mere abstract 
difficulties in regard to the doctrine of the Trinity. 
p- 288. 

II. A definition of the province of Reason and of the pro- 
vince of Faith. p. 289. 
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have been held by the Apostles. They, no doubt, knew, whether their 
Master was only a man like themselves, or their Maker. Their imme- 
diate disciples would receive and maintain the same doctrine that they held: 
and it must have been some time, before any other could have been in- 
troduced and have spread to any extent; and, especially, before it could 
have become the prevailing opinion. Priestley’s Reply to Animad. Introd. 
sect. iv. Works vol. xviii. p. 23. 
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VOL. I. B 


CHAPTER I. 


A GENERAL STATEMENT OF THE ARGUMENT. 


In the abstract, a doctrine, which at present exists 
in the Church of Christ, may either possess A 
POSITIVE ANTIQUITY, or may be unable to establish 
its claim to any thing more than A MERE RELATIVE 
ANTIQUITY. 

For, in the abstract, until the matter be deter- 
mined by adequate historical testimony, a doctrine, 
which now exists in the Church of Christ, may 
either have existed In the age and THROUGH the 
teaching of the Apostles, or it may have begun to 
exist SUBSEQUENT ¢o the age and therefore WITHOUT 
the teaching of the Apostles. 

I. Now, respecting the doctrine of the Trinity 
and those subordinate doctrines which are imme- 
diately dependent upon it ; such as the incarnation 
of the Word, and the proper divinity no less than 
the proper humanity of Christ, and the personality 
and godhead of the Holy Ghost: there is a dis- 
pute, which, with reference to the terms PosiITIVE 
and RELATIVE as I have here distinctively em- 
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Such being the case, a Deist, who altogether 
denies the divine authority of revelation, may 
admit the ract, while he rejects the DocTRINE. 
But a Christian, who allows the divine authority 
of revelation, cannot consistently reject the poc- 
TRINE, if he admit the FActT. 

_ This diversity of opinion, however, in regard to 

the theological truth of the pocrrinE, will by no 
means impede the most perfect mutual agreement 
in regard to the historical truth of the ract: the 
bare Fact, I mean, that Zhe pocTRINE itself ex- 
wsted, during a particular period, and tn a particular 
community, and under a particular sanction. For, 
if the evidence be sufficient, the Deist and the 
Christian will alike admit the ract ; however dif- 
ferent, in consequence of their essentially different 
views of revelation, will be their respective esti- 
mates of the DocTRINE. 

III. Now the discussion, into which I purpose 
to enter, is purely the historical discussion of evi- 
dence to a FACT: a FACT, simply as a FACT, asserted 
by those who admit, dented by those who reject, 


admit the truth of the poctrine. But we reject the pocrRiNE, 
though we admit the Fact, because we do not allow Druidism 
to be a divine revelation. Thus we reject the pocrrinEe and 
admit the ract, because the truth of the poctRINgE and the truth 
of the vacT severally rest upon two entirely different founda- 
tions. The truth of the ract has been historically proved on 
adequate testimony: but the truth of the poctRINE can only be 
proved by an anterior demonstration of the divine origin and 
authority of Druidism. 
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the doctrine of the Trinity ; these two classes of 
religionists, meanwhile, alzke professing to receive 
Christianity itself as a divine revelation. 

The consequence of the establishment of this 
FACT, if it be historically capable of establishment, 
is indeed, so far as professed believers in Christ- 
lanity are concerned, sufficiently manifest: Zhe 
believer, who admits the Fact, will be compelled also 
to admit the pocrRine. But, still, my special and 
peculiar concern, just as it might have been the 
special and peculiar concern of an infidel historian 
who merely wished to give an honest and impartial 
account of the primitive Church, is with the naked 
PACT itself. 

In the following discussion, therefore, my object 
(let it be distinctly understood and remembered) 
is not directly to inquire into the theological truth of 
the poctRINE of the Trinity: but my object is to 
examine, simply on the principles of historical evi- 
dence, whether, in point of Fact, that DOCTRINE was, 
or was not, the doctrine of the Catholic Church, in 
the age and under the immediate sanction of the 
Apostles. 

IV. In prosecuting this examination, I have 
no particular concern with the individually ex- 
pressed opinions of mere insulated individuals, who 
flourished during the early ages of Christianity. 

My sole purpose is, to collect and to produce 
evidence, in regard to the universally received 
doctrine of the strictly primitive Church of our 
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Lord Jesus Christ. In other words, my sole pur- — 
pose is, to establish, if it can be established, THE 
FACT OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE 
OF THE TRINITY, aS contradistinguished from THE 
FACT OF ITS MERELY RELATIVE ANTIQUITY. 

With this object, I shall take my station upon 
the first Nicene Council in the year 325: and, 
thence, in several different lines of evidence, I 
shall try; whether it be practicable to work my 
way up to the apostolic age itself. 

Should I be able to effect such a design; and 
should I also be able to remove certain historical 
objections, which have been started by the writers 
of the Humanitarian School: the then evidentially 
demonstrated faith of the Catholic Church, in the 
very age and under the very sanction of the Apos- 
tles, will be our best guide in the just interpretation 
of Scripture. 

For it is, I think, quite clear: that The earlkest 
Fatth whatever tt may be, and Holy Scripture when 
justly interpreted, cannot but perfectly and mutually 
correspond. 


CHAPTER II. 


RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY AFFORDED, BY THE FIRST 
NICENE COUNCIL, TO THE FACT OF THE POSITIVE 
ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 


Tue testimony to THE HISTORICAL FACT OF THE 
POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRI- 
niTy, afforded by the distinct and specific declar- 
ation of the Fathers of the first Nicene Council 
assembled in the year 325, is full and express: 
and, when I consider how that Council was 
assembled and constituted, I cannot but esteem 
such testimony to be of no small value and im- 
portance. 

I. More than three hundred Bishops, personally 
or by their proxies, met together, from all parts 
of the Christian World, at Nice in Bithynia'. 


' By reason of his advanced age and manifold infirmities, the 
Bishop of Rome was not present at the Council. Hence his 
two Presbyters, Vitus and Vincent, appeared as his proxies: 
and, on his behalf, subscribed the acts and decisions of that 
Assembly. Labb. Concil. vol. ii. p. 50. Theodor. Hist. 
Eccles. lib. i. c. 7. Sozomen. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 17. Paris. 
1678, 1686. 
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For, in this great and really Ecumenical Council, 
through the agency of their several Prelates, were 
represented, according to the order of subscrip- 
tion, the various Churches of Spain, Italy, Egypt, 
the Thebais, Libya, Palestine, Phoenicia, Ccelo- 
Syria, Lydia, Phrygia, Pisidia, Lycia, Pamphylia, 
the Greek Islands, Caria, Isauria, Cyprus, Bithynia, 
Europa, Dacia, Mysia, Macedonia, Achaia, Thes- 
saly, Calabria, Africa, Dardania, Dalmatia, Pan- 
nonia, the Gauls, Gothia, Bosporus ’. 


* Labb. Concil. vol. ii. p. 50—54. The exact number of 
Bishops, who were present at the first Nicene Council, cannot per- 
haps be ascertained : but they are generally described as exceed- 
ing three hundred. I subjoin the several accounts of this matter. 

1. Eusebius states, that more than 250 Prelates attended ; 
who were accompanied by an infinite multitude of Presbyters 
and Deacons and Acolyths. Euseb. de vit. Constant. lib. iii. 
ce. 8. Paris. 1678. 

2, Athanasius, in one place, says, that there were present 
more or less than 300 Bishops: but, in another place, he defi- 
nitely specifies their number to have been $17. Athan. Synod. 
Nicen. cont. her. Arian. decret. Oper. vol. i. p. 402. Athan. 
ad African. Epist. Oper. vol. i. p. 718. Commel. 1600. 

8. Socrates, first, indefinitely says, that more than 300 
Bishops were present: and, afterward, definitely states, that 
$18 attended. Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 8. Paris. 1686. 

4, Ruffinus tells us, that the number of Bishops at the Council 
was 318. Ruffin. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 1. Basil. 1611. 

5. Theodoret also tells us, that 318 Bishops were present. 
Theodor. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 7. 

6. And Sozomen states, that about 320 Bishops attended, 
with no small number of Presbyters and Deacons. Sozom. 
Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 17. 
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These Bishops, thus variously collected out of 
provinces and regions widely separated from each 
other, concurred: not only in nakedly maintain- 
ing, as scriptural truth, the poctring of the Tri- 
nity ; but also in explicitly asserting the historical 
Fact, that Their doctrine had invariably been the 
doctrine of the Catholic Church, from the very age, 
and by the very teaching, of the Apostles them- 
selves. 

Now, when we recollect, that this great Council 
sat, but little more than three centuries after the 
christian era, and but little more than two cen- 
turies after the death of St. John: it will appear 
incredible, whatever precise DOCTRINE its members 
‘night wish to establish, that more than three hun- 
dred eminent persons, assembled together, as the 
representatives of the Catholic Church, out of 
Europe and Asia and Africa, should have dared, 
in the face of the whole world, to assert, as a FACT, 
what, at that early period, if untrue, must have 
been universally Anown to be untrue. 

Yet, such a ract, these numerous individuals, 
thus variously and widely collected; from Spain 
to Pamphylia, and from Gaul to Libya, did assert. 
And it does not appear: that the Arians, on 
account of whom the Council was specially assem- 
bled, however they might labour to explain away 
the ancient Creeds in point of pocrrine, and 
however they might object to the stubborn word 
Consubstantial which to preclude the possibility of 
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evasion was introduced into the Nicene Creed, 
ventured to contradict the racT so openly and so 
unequivocally alleged by the Catholics '. 

II. With respect to the simple circumstance of 
the direct allegation of this racr on the part of 


1 Out of the multitude of Bishops who attended the Council, 
some few favoured the novel speculation of Arius, and thence 
were unwilling to subscribe the Creed after the word consuB- 
STANTIAL had been introduced. 

Respecting this matter, there is some variety of statement, 
which I here subjoin. 

1. Socrates says, that, out of the 318 Bishops who were pre- 
sent, all, save 5, subscribed: namely Eusebius of Nicomedia, 
Theognis of Nicéa, Maris of Chalcedon, Theonas of Marmarica, 
and Secundus of Ptolemais, who objected to the word consuB- _ 
STANTIAL. Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 8. 

2. Athanasius tells us, that Eusebius of Nicomedia and his 
companions did at length subscribe, though they afterward 
retracted. Athan. Synod. Nicen. cont. heer. Arian. decret. 
Oper. vol. i. p. 402. 

$. According to Ruffinus, 17 Bishops arianised: 6f whom, 
6 held to their opinions; while 11 subscribed, though dis- 
honestly. He adds, that Eusebius of Nicomedia was the chief 
author and instigator of their dissimulation. Ruffin. Hist. 
Eccles. lib. i. ¢. 5. 

4. Theodoret says, that they all finally subscribed except 
two: namely, Secundus and Theonas. Theod. Hist. Eccles. 
lib. i. c. 7. 

5. But, according to Sozomen, Secundus at length assented : 
for he says, that Eusebius of Nicomedia, Theognis, Maris, 
Patrophilus, and Secundus, all finally subscribed to the form 
which contained the word coNsuBSTANTIAL. Sozom. Hist. 
Eccles. lib. i. c. 20, 21. 
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the Nicene Fathers ; the ract, to wit, that Their 
doctrinal system had invariably been the doctrinal 
system of the whole Catholic Church, from the very 
age, and by the very teaching of the Apostles them- 
selves: for this simple circumstance, we have the 
most full and the most ample testimony. 

On the one hand, we have the distinct evidence 
of Eusebius, as preserved by the three ecclesias- 
tical historians Socrates and Theodoret and Gela- 
sius: and, on the other hand, we have the positive 
declaration of the collective Nicene Fathers them- 
selves, formally delivered during the actual session 
of the Council. 

1. In his historical Epistle to his own Church 
of Cesaréa, Eusebius unequivocally states: that 
THE BROAD ALLEGATION OF THE PRESENT FACT COn- 
stituted the very PRINCIPLE, on which the Nicene 
Fathers-avowedly proceeded in their definition of 
sound Christian Doctrine. 

As we have received from the Bishops our prede- 
cessors, both in our first catechumenical instruction, 
and afterward at the time of our baptism; and as 
we have learned from the Holy Scriptures ; and as, 
both tn our Presbyterate and in our Episcopate 
itself, we have both believed and taught: thus also 
now believing, we expound to you our Faith. 

But that Faith runs, in manner following. 

We believe in one God the Father Almighty, 
the maker of all things both visible and invisible. 

And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Word of 
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God; God from God, Light from Light, Life 
from Life; the only-begotten Son, born before 
the whole creation, begotten from the Father 
before all worlds; through whom, likewise, all 
things were made: who, for our salvation, be- 
came incarnate, and was conversant among men, 
and suffered ; and rose again the third day, and 
ascended to the Father, and will come again in 
glory to judge the quick and the dead. 

We believe also in one Holy Ghost, truly the 
Holy Ghost: as also our Lord, when sending out 
his disciples to preach, said; Go and teach all 
nations, baptising them in the name of the Father 
and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost. 

Concerning which things, we firmly pronounce, 
anathematising every godless heresy: both that they 
thus are; and that we thus think ; and, again, that 
we have always thus thought ; and, yet additionally, 
that we will insist upon this Faith even until death. 

Furthermore, in the presence of God Almighty 
and of our Lord Jesus Christ, we testify: that, ever 
since we knew ourselves, we have always, from our 
heart and from our soul, thus thought respecting 
these matters ; and that we now think the same; 
and that we speak truly. 

For, by sure demonstrations, we are able to shew 
and to persuade you: that, in times past also, we 
thus believed and preached. 

This Faith, accordingly, having been by us ex- 
pounded, there was no room for contradiction. 
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But our most religious Prince, himself the first, 
testsfied: that he rightly embraced it. And he both 
confessed, that he himself thus believed: and he like- 
wise charged, that all should assent, and should 
subscribe the decrees, and should agree with them. 

That single word CONSUBSTANTIAL was alone 
written additionally: and this word he himself ex- 
plained as follows. 

The Son is not asserted to be consubstantial 
with the Father, according to the passions of ma- 
terial bodies. Nor is he alleged to subsist, through 
any division or abscission from the Father. For 
that, which is immaterial and intellectual and in- 
corporeal, cannot undergo bodily passion. But, 
such points as these, we ought to receive in words 
divine and unutterable. 

Thus did our most wise and pious Prince philoso- 
phise. But, on account of the introduction of the 
word CONSUBSTANTIAL, they composed this following 
written document. 

We believe in one God the Father Almighty, 
maker of all things visible and invisible. 

And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God; 
begotten only-begotten from the Father, that is, 
from the substance of the Father ; God from God, 
Light from Light, true God from true God ; be- 
gotten, not created ; consubstantial with the Fa-. 
ther ; through whom all things were made, both 
things in heaven, and things in earth: who, on 
account of us men and of our salvation, descended, 
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and became incarnate, and was made man; suf- 
fered, was buried, and rose again on the third day ; 
ascended into the heavens ; is coming to judge the 
quick and the dead. 

We believe also in the Holy Ghost. 

But those, who say, that there was a time when 
the Son existed not, and that he existed not before he 
was begotten, and that he was made out of things 
which are not; or who say, that he was from any 
other person or substance ; or who teach, that the 
Son of God was created, or was veritble, or was 
mutable: these persons the Apostolic and Catholic 
Church anathematises *. 


" Kadwc wapekdBouer xapa rev xpd ypwy emxoxdmwy, Kar 
év Ti xpwry Karnyfhoe, Kal Gre ro ovrpoy éXapPBavopey, Kai 
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obrw kal viv morebovrec, Thy ipertpay lori viv xpopéepoper. 
“Eort €€ atrn. 

Icorevoper cic Eva Oedv, warépa ravroxparopa, roy roy dwave 
rwy dparwy re kal doparwy rounrijy. Kal eic Eva Kupuoy “Inaovy 
Xptordy, roy rov Geo’ Adyor, Oedy éx Oeov, piic éx guroc, Gwhy 
éx Jwijc, vidy povoyevij, mpwréroxoy maone Krlotwe, TPO TavTwy 
rev aldvwy éx rov Tlarpoc yeyervynpévoy, ot ov Kal éyévero Ta 
mdyra* roy Ova Tiy herépay owrnpiay capxwOérra, Kai év av- 
Opwrowg wodcrevodpevoy, Kai raOdyra, kal dyacrayra rp rpity 
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Such is the account which Eusebius gives of the 
PRINCIPLE, avowedly and systematically acted upon 
by the Fathers of the first Nicene Council. 


 Tlept dy cal diaBeBacodpeba ottrwe Exerv, cat ovrw gpoveiy, 
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racBat rij¢ xiorewc, ava0eparifovree wacay &Beov aipeny. 
Tatra dwo xapdiacg xal Wuyijc xdvrwc weppornxévat, é& ovrep 
Eyvepev Eavrove, Kal viv gpovety re, cal A€yerw EF dAnOeiac, 
éxt rod Qeov rov wavroxpdropoc Kal rov Kuplov fudy ‘Inoot 
Xptorov paprupdpeba, deuxvivar Exovrec Kai ce’ drodeliewy xel- 
Gey ipdc, Gre xal rove mapeAndrvOdrac xpdvove otrwe éxvrevo- 
pey re Kal Exnpvocoper. 
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Aoylag réwog. "ANN abrdg re mpwrog 6 Deogtdécrarog udy 
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Tov porvely cuvwporcynoe, Kul rabry rove xdvrag ovyKarari- 
Geadat, bxoypagey re roig Edypact, Kal cupdwveiy rovrote ab- 
Toic Wapekehevero, Evog povov xpooeyypagéevrog phparog rov 
‘OMOOYZIOY, 6 calabro iipyhvevoe, Néywv’ Gre py Kard ra 
rév cwparwy waOn éyorro r@ Iarpi dpoovews, ovre card dtal- 
pect, ovre Kara Tiva drorophy éx rov Iarpoc, vrooriva' poe 
yap dvvacBa riy didoy cai vorpay cal dowparoy giow owpa- 
rixdy re waD0G ddpicracBac’ Oelotc d€ Kai dxopphroce Adyote xpog- 
qKety ra rowaura voeiy. 

Kal 6 py cogwrarocg uay xal evoeBéoraroc Bacidevc ra 
Toade Epitoadgper’ of dé mpopadce: rij¢ rov ‘OMOOYZIOY xpoo- 
Onxnc, rhvode rihy Ypagny wexothkacr. 

Torevopey ele Eva Ocdv Uarépa wavroxpdropa, xavrwy dpa- 
roy Te Kai dopdrwy woinrhy. Kal ele Eva Kuptoy Incoty Xptoroy 
tov Yidy rov Oeod, yevwnOévra éx Tarpdc povoyeri, rovr’ éorcy, 
Ex tijg obsiag rov Tarpoc, Ozov ex Oeov, gw ek gwroc, Ody 
dAnOcvdy Ex Oeod drAnOevov, yevynBévra, ob woinOérra, dpoovcroy 
rp Ilarpi, d¢ ot ra wdyra éyévero, rad re év olpavg, rd re Ev ry 
n° Tov, de hyde rove dvOpwxove cai dead rv iperépay cwrnolay, 

VOL. I. C 
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THEY PROFESSED TO DELIVER NOTHING NEW. 
Hence they alleged, as a notorious Fact: that 
They propounded no doctrine, save what they them- 


kareXOdyra, cal capxwOévra, kal évavOpwrhoayra, wabdyra, ra- 
pévra, xal dvaordvra ry rpirn iépg, avedOovra elc rove obpavove, 
épyoperoy xpivac Cwyvrac cal vexpovc. Kal cic ro “Ayeoy Ilvetpa, 

Tove dé A€yorrac, hy wore Gre odx hy, Kal xply yeyynOijvac obk 
hy, kal Sre &t otk Gvrwy éyévero, i e& irépac txocrdceing i} obciag 
paoxovras elvac, i} kriordy, } rpewroy, } dAXNowroy, roy Yiov rov 
Ocov, dvaBeparife ) dxoarodtcy kal kaBorc? éexxAnoia. Euseb. 
Pamphil. Epist. ad Eccles. Caesar. Paleest. apud Socrat. Hist. 
Eccles. lib. i. c. 8. Theodorit. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 12. 
Gelas. Cyzic. Hist. Concil. Niceen. prim. lib. ii, c. 34, 35. in 
Labb. Concil. vol. ii. p. 258 —256. 

There has been a dispute, respecting the proper translation 
of the word trocrdacewc, as it occurs in the anathema at the 
close ef the Nicene Creed : a dispute, namely, whether it ought 
to be rendered substance or person. 

I. In favour of the version substance, it may be alleged : 
that, previous to the first Nicene Council, the word tréoraccc was 
indifferently used in the sense either of person or of substance. 

Hence, by those who prefer the version substance, it may be 
urged: that the members of the Council do, in reality, explain 
the word txdoracic, as it is here used by them, by the word 
ovcia or substance ; for they say, é& érépac broordcews “H ovalac, 
from any other hypostasis on usia. 

The meaning, therefore, of the clause, according to this ex- 
position, will be: that, to cut off all occasion of verbal dispute, 
the Council, in their anathema, censure those, who assert, that 
The Son is from some other susstance than the Father ; whe- 
ther, to express the idea of substance, they use the word rd- 
cracic or the word obala. 

II. But, in favour of the version person, it may be alleged : 
not only that the members of the Council, speaking through the 
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selves had learned in the course of their catechume- 
nical institution, save what had been handed down 


mouth of Hosius and Leontius, use, in the very Acts of the 
Synod, the word sréerace in the sense of person, as appears 
from the expression rprac droordcewy; but likewise that, in the 
anathema, the two words trocracewe and ovboiag are designedly 
introduced in the two distinct senses of person and substance, 
that so the speculations of both the Arians and the Semiarians 
might be alske specifically condemned. 

1. Of these two sects, the several speculations ran, as follows. 

(1.) The Arians roundly asserted: that The Son, whatever 
might be his preéminent relative dignity, was still, like all other 
creatures made out of nothing; or, as the anathema accurately 
expresses the opinion, é{ voix dyrwy éyévero. 

{2.) The Semiarians more moderately declared: that The 
Son was not created out of nothing ; but that, By an ineffable 
generation, he was born from the imdoraore or PERSON of the 
Father. Yet, while they allowed, that He was born from the 
bardoractc or PERSON Of the Father: they denied, through some 
paradoxical refinement, that He was born from the Father's 
ovoia or SUBSTANCE. 

2. Now it may be fairly alleged : that, in the two distinct senses 
of person and substance, the two words irocracewe and obsiac 
have been designedly employed, for the express purpose of 
alike condemning both these two modificatioris of Arianism. 
Whence, according to thts exposition, the clause itself will run 
thus: Or who should say, that he was born from other PERSON 
or SUBSTANCE (é érépac broordctwe 7 ovciac), than the PERSON 
or suBSTANCE Of the Father. 

(1.) The Semiarians allowed; that He was not born from any 
other person, than the person of the Father: but they cemeds 
that He was born from the Paternal sussTance. 

Hence, though they would escape the force of the word 
sxoordeewc, they would experience that of the word ovelac. 


c 2 : 
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to them from their predecessors, save what they had 
always taught to their several flocks during the times 
of both their Presbyterate and their Episcopate. 


(2.) The Arians, on the contrary, denied altogether: that 
IIe was born, either from the rEnson, or from the suBSTANCE, 
of the Father. 

Hence, in each of the two words troerdcewe and ovciac, their 
condemnation was al'ke involved. 

III. After attentively considering the question under all its 
bearings, I incline, on the whole, to prefer the version person : 
and, accordingly, I have so rendered the word txoordcews in 
my translation. 

IV. It may be useful to remark : that, even after the Council 
of Nice, the word trderacte was always duly reclaimed by the 
Catholics in its sense of substance, whenever the Arians, shel- 
tering themselves under that sense, attempted thus to evade the 
decision of the great Synod. 

1. The members of the Nicene Council had defined the Deity 
to be, rpiada vrocracewy, a triad of hypostases: by which 
phrase they meant, a triad of personal subsistences, or a triad 
of distinct though unseparated persons. 

2. Upon this, the Arians, availing themselves of a sense 
which txéoraccce had once theologically borne in common with 
ovoia, stated, without hesitation : that they freely acknowledged 
the Father and the Son and the Spirit to be three distinct 
hypostases. But then, by this apparent concession, they really 
meant: not that the Father and the Son and the Spirit are 
three persons (which, in their use of the word trocra’cewy, was, 
the doctrine mtended to be conveyed by the Catholics); but 
that they are three distinct, and mutually different, substances. 
Consequently, by such verbal management, they made the 
language of the Catholics deny that precise doctrine of consusB- 
STANTIALITY, which, all the while, in the tntention of the Catho- 
lics, it was strenuously affirming. 
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Into the more ancient Creed, the single word 
CONSURSTANTIAL, indeed, they acknowledged them- 
selves to have introduced: and this addition they 
avowedly and openly made, for the purpose of 
effectually meeting the endless subterfuges of the 
Arians. 

But, though the precise word CONSUBSTANTIAL 
might not hitherto have appeared in any Symbol 
formally adopted by the whole Catholic Church : 
the doctrine, set forth in that word, was distinctly 


$. This not very honest evasion, of the well known inien- 
tional meaning of an originally ambiguous term, led the Council 
of Sardica to the best settler of all disputes, accurate definttion. 

With express reference to the verbal shuffling of the Arian 
Party, the members of that Council were led distinctly to state : 
that, if ixdcraccc be used in the sense of person, there are, in 
that case, three hypostases in the one undivided Godhead ; but 
that, if it be used in the sense of substance, there is, then, in the 
Godhead, no more than one hypostasis. 

To rwy aiperxwy ovornia giroverket, Scupdpove elvat rac 
txoordcec rov Harpoc xat rov Yio cal rov ‘Ayiov Mvebparoc, 
kal elvar kexwptopevac. “Hyeic dé rabrny xapecdfpaper cal de- 
OddypeOa, cai ravrny Exouev ry Kaboduhy cal amocrodKiy 
mapadooty Kal xlorty Kal dpodoylay, piay elvac dxdorany, iy 
avrol of aipertxol otciay xpocayopevover, rov Tarpoc xa rov Yiot 
cal rov ‘Aylov Ivevparoc. Epist. Synod. Patr. Sardic. apud 
Theodorit. Hist. Eccles. lib. ii. c. 8. 

Here, we may observe, the Catholic theologians of Sardica, 
when the evasions of the Arians had rendered it necessary, 
asserted the coNSUBSTANTIALITY of the Father and the Son and 
the Spirit through the medium of a definition of the word i7o- 
oraotc, just as strongly as their predecessors of Nice had asserted 
it through the medium of the perfectly univocal word ovsta. 





22 THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK 1. 


propounded in the older universally recognised 
Symbols. Accordingly, they themselves adduced 
one of those ancient Symbols, as containing the 
theological system handed down to them from 
their predecessors. 

If, as that primitive Creed taught, Christ be 
God from God, as light is from light: then, 
assuredly, he must be consubstantial with the 
Father. For, unless, by virtue of the illustrative 
comparison, ¢his be admitted : we must, in dealing 
with that comparison, prepare ourselves to assert ; 
that light emanating from light is zo¢ of the same 
substance with the light from which it emanates. 

Moreover, though the Nicene Fathers con- 
fessedly introduced into their Symbol the word 
CONSUBSTANTIAL ; they were, in no wise, the ori- 
ginal inventors of such phraseology. 

The very terms suBSTANCE and CONSUBSTANTIAL, 
no less than the doctrine conveyed by those terms, 
had long been familiar both to the Greeks and to 
the Latins. And I may add: that even their in- 
troduction into the Nicene Creed could, with no 
justice, be censured as an unwarrantable innova- 
tion; since, for the express purpose of describing 
the nature of the Son relatively to the nature of the 
Father, the latter of the two terms had been repeat- 
edly employed in the more ancient Ecthesis of the 
Council of Antioch which sat in the year 269. 


1 For an account of this Ecthesis, see below, book ii. chap. 
10. § II. 1, and append. ii. numb. 1. 
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2. As the whole body of the Nicene Fathers, in 
the very act of propounding their own Symbol 
amplified only by the addition of the single word 
CONSUBSTANTIAL, Unanimously, according to the ex- 
press statement of Eusebius, declared themselves 
to have received the doctrine of the Trinity as set 
forth in the more ancient Symbol which they 
produced, both in their first catechumenical in- 
struction, and afterward at the time of their 
baptism, and again during the entire term both of 
their Presbyterate and their Episcopate ; appealing 
confidently to the whole world, whether they had 
not always invariably taught and preached and 
delivered that identical doctrine: so, at the close 
of a long disputation with those, who, during the 
session of the Council, appeared on the part of the 
Arians, they positively asserted, as a notorious and 
incontrovertible ract; that The doctrine, which 
they maintained and taught, was uninterruptedly 
derived from the Lord himself through the commu- 
nicative medium of the Apostles. 

Their assertion, as expressed in their own pre- 
cise words, runs in manner following. 

This ts the apostolic and blameless faith of the 
Church: which faith, ultimately derwed from the 
Lord himself through the Apostles, and handed down 
from our forefathers to their successors, the Church 
religiously preserves, and maintains the same both 
now and for ever: inasmuch as the Lord said to the 
disciples; Go and teach all nations, baptizing them 
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in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the 
Holy Ghost’. | 

III. Thus, in two several passages, we have the 
attestation of full three hundred responsible indi- 
viduals, collected out of all parts of the World little 
more than three centuries after the christian era 
and little more than two centuries after the death 
of St. John, to A NAKED HISTORICAL FacT: the FACT, 
namely; that The doctrines, maintained tn the first 
‘Council of Nice, were the doctrines, which they them- 
selves had always taught, which in the course of their 
catechumenical institution they had learned from 
their predecessors, which they had openly professed 
at the tume of their baptism, which in the several lines 
of their respective Churches had invariably been 
handed down from one spiritual generation to another, 
which had been received on the authority of the 
Apostles, and which the Apostles had ultimately de- 
rived from the Lord himself. 

1. Now, whatever we may think of the poc- 
TRINES Maintained and propounded by the Nicene 
Fathers ; whether we receive them as true, or 


1 Airn fy ritc exxAnoiacg droorodiK) Kat dpwpnroe wiorec, fy- 
riya. &vwOey wap’ abrov rou Kuplov dta rév axoordAwy éx mpo- 
yovwy ei¢ Exydvoug mapadoeicay fy éxxAnola mpeoBever, Kal vir 
kal cig del raurny xparet, eixdvtog rov Kuplov roic paOnraic* 
TlopevOévrec, pabnrevoare wavra ra tO0vn, Barrilovrec abrove 
cic ro Ovopa Tov Tlarpoc cat rov Yiow cai rov ‘Aylov Ivevparoc. 
Gelas. Cyzic. Hist. Concil, Nic. prim. lib. ii. ¢. 28. Labb. 
Concil. vol. ii. p. 224. 
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reject them as false: such, at all events, is the 
HISTORICAL FACT, which those Fathers publicly and 
uncontradictedly assert. 

To suppose, that more than three hundred geo- 
graphically disconnected individuals, just emerging 
from a severe persecution, in the course of which 
some of them, such as Paul and Paphnutius and 
many other Prelates, had been suffering con- 
fessors ', would dishonestly and unblushingly con- 
cur to avow a matter, which, at that early period, 
if untrue, must have been generally known to be 
untrue: is a supposition, which it is certainly 
somewhat difficult rationally to entertain. 

We may, indeed easily conceive: that, under 
the influence of some forcible motive, these nume- 
rous individuals might have been led to unite in 
the establishment of a New code of DocTRINE. 
But, on the hypothesis that their then established 
DOCTRINAL SYSTEM WAS & NOVELTY, we cannot easily 
comprehend: how, in ¢hat case, they could have 
dared to assert a Fact, which thousands and mil- 
lions would have instantaneously contradicted, 
For, if their propounded DocTRINAL SYSTEM were 
@® mere NOVELTY; since we know them to have 
asserted the ract that They received st from their 
predecessors, they clearly must have made the as- 
tounding assertion: that this notoriously new doc- 
trine, now recently for the first time propounded 


1 See Theodorit. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 7. 
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by themselves, was, nevertheless, the identical 
old doctrine, which had always, in every Church, 
been taught by the Catechists, and preached by 
the Clergy, and believed by the Laity; that this 
same new doctrine had been handed down, unin- 
terruptedly, from generation to generation, until 
it was received by the existing race of believers ; 
and that, by every Catholic, in every quarter of 
the Christian World, this self-same new doctrine, 
though universally well known to have been first 
introduced by the Nicene Fathers, was yet also 
known and admitted to have been originally 
delwered, to all the still -perfectly concurring 
Churches both of Europe and of Asia and of 
Africa, by the holy Apostles themselves, on the 
express authority of their divine Master. 

How more than three hundred men could have 
ventured to hazard such an assertion, and how 
such an assertion could have completely escaped 
contradiction, may well be deemed somewhat ex- 
traordinary. Nevertheless, on the supposition that 
they were advancing a perfectly new and therefore 
hitherto unheard of doctrinal system, this precise 
assertion they plainly must have hazarded: and, 
what is even yet more strange, this precise as- 
sertion, when hazarded, must have been implicitly 
received without a shadow of contradiction. 

2. Still, however, to preclude the possibility of 
error, we will not, at present, thoroughly admit 
the asserted nisToricaL Fact of the Nicene Fathers 











CHAP. Il. ] OF TRINITARIANISM. 27 


that The doctrine, which they propounded, had been 
the doctrine of the Catholic Church from the very 
beginning. Before we receive it as an undoubted 
verity, we will, through the medium of other evi- 
dence, inquire whether it rests upon any solid 
foundation. 

If, then, we find their asserted racr regularly 
contradicted by more ancient testimonies up to the 
time of the Apostles: in that case, we are bound 
to reject it, as one of those portentous falsehoods 
which have occasionally been uttered. 

But, if we find it confirmed by almost every 
variety of evidence which we can well imagine ; 
and if, moreover, we find, that every objection to 
such evidence is altogether futile and untenable : 
in that case, we must clearly receive it, as the plain 
and honest and unadulterated truth. 

Respecting the pocrrinE involved in the asserted 
FACT, we may entertain what opimions we please, 
according as we admit or reject the divine autho- 
rity of Christ and his Apostles. But, if the asserted 
FACT be supported and confirmed by sufficient 
historical testimony, the bare racr ztse/f we must 
undoubtedly receive: for, otherwise, by a refusal 
to receive a fact on sufficient historical testi- 
mony, we shall paradoxically introduce an univer- 
sal scepticism. 

IV. By writers, more or less hostile to the doc- 
trine of the Trinity, much has been said respect- 


ing the dissentions, which are alleged to have taken 
10 
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place among the Fathers of the first Nicene Coun- 
cil before they came to their final determination. 
Yet, with the exception of the personal heart- 
burnings which (according to Socrates and Sozo- 
men and Ruffinus) occurred at the commencement 
of the Council, these alleged dissentions appear, 
so far as doctrine was concerned, to have been, in 
truth, rather discussions for the sake of attaining 
accuracy, than any flagrant and invincible differ- 
ences of opinion. 

1. Thus, accordingly, we find them described 
by the Emperor Constantine, in his circular Epistle 
to the Churches. 

All things, said he, obtained a suitable examt- 
nation *. 

2. He makes the same assertion in his particu- 
lar Epistle to the Church of Alexandria. 

All things, which might seem to give any handle 
for dispute or dissention, were argued and accu- 
rately examined *. 

3. On this assertion of the Emperor, the remark 
of the historian Socrates runs as follows. 

Constantine, indeed, wrote these things to the 
people of Alexandria, signifying : that the definition 
of the faith was made, not lightly nor at pure hazard ; 


1 “Anravra Tijg Tpoonxovons rervyney tlerdcewce, Euseb. de 
vit. Constant. lib. iii. c. 17. 

? "HAéyxOn dravra, xai dxpi3u¢ éfracra, doa i} dugiBo- 
Aiac i) dtxovolacg mpupacww éddxer yervgy. Socrat. Hist. Eccles. 
lib. i. c. 9. 
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but that they laid it down with much inquiry and 
examination: and not that some things were men- 
tioned, while other things were suppressed ; but that 
all things were agitated, whatsoever were meet to be 
spoken for the establishment of the dogma: and that 
the definition was not made lightly ; but that it was 
preceded by an accurate discussion’. 

V. I have thought it right to notice these mat- 
ters, though they are of no immediate consequence 
to my argument itself. 

That argument, be it remembered, respects 
HISTORICAL Facts exclusively; not THE ABSTRACT 
TRUTH OR FALSEHOOD OF ANY PARTICULAR THEOLOGI- 
CAL SYSTEM. 

Now the Fathers of the first Nicene Council, 
after a long and careful inquiry and discussion, 
assert, merely as A THEN WELL KNOWN HISTORICAL 
FacT: that Their own definition of the Christian 
Faith was that precise scheme of Theology, which 
they had themselves received in the course of their 
catechettcal instruction previous to their baptism, 
which they had always imparted to their own Cate- 
chumens, which was the unvarying faith of the 


*'O pév d) Baorsve rovatra Eypage ry 'Adebavdpdwy she, 
pinvowy, Ere oby dwhwc, obdE WE Eruxe, yéyovey 6 Spoe rijc xlo- 
rewc’ GAN’ Sre pera woddjFic culnrheewc, wal soxipaclac abroy 
ixnydpevoar® Kal oby, Gre rived pev EdéxOn, reve dé drecvynOn* 
ddr’ Srt, doa xpog aioracw rov Séyparoc dex OAvac fppole, 
mayvra éxwhOn°? cal bre ovy arro¢ wpicOn GAN dxpiBwo éte- 
racy xpérepov. Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 9. 
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Catholic Church in all their several dioceses, and 
which was ultimately derived from the Lord himself 
' through the Apostles and their successors '. 


1 I may here observe: that the testimony of Acesius, the 
Bishop of the Novatian Dissenters, perfectly accorded with that 
of the Catholic Bishops assembled in the Nicene Council. 

Constantine invited this Prelate to take his seat in the Synod 
along with his brethren. Acesius, on that rigidly severe prin- 
ciple of his separation which procured him the half joking im- 
perial advice to set up a ladder and mount to heaven by himself, 
declined the invitation. But, after the dissolution of the Council 
and the confirmatory subscription of its Rule of Faith, he bore 
full testimony to the soundness of the historical basis, on which 
its members had avowedly constructed their Symbol. 

When the Emperor asked him, whether he assented to the 
definition of Faith set forth by the Nicene Fathers, he promptly 
answered: The Synod has defined nothing new: for thus, from 
earlier days and from the very beginning, I have received, even 
from the apostolic times themselves, this Definition of the Faith. 

°O de, obdéy karvov, Edn, & Bacred, } ctvodoc Spicer’ obrw 
yap, dvw6ev cal ef dpyiic, Ex ray drocroktkay xpdvwy, rapel- 
Anga cal rov dpoy rij¢ wiorewc. Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. 
c. 10. | 

Acesius, we see, though, on a point of overstrained discipline, 
his Communion, since the time of the persecution under Decius, 
had remained separated from the General Church, bears exactly 
the same testimony, as the assembled Fathers of the Council 
themselves, to THE HISTORICAL FacT of The primitive apostolical 
traduction and derwvation of the Nicene Definition of the Faith. 
That definition, he distinctly avows, propounded the identical 
doctrine respecting the nature and subsistence of the Deity, 
which, under the specific aspect of 4n authoritative communica- 
tion from the Apostles to the very earliest Church Catholic, he 
had himself received from his theological predecessors. 
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It is with the historical truth of this alleged Fact, 
not with the abstract truth of the pocTRINE involved 
_ in tt, that I am at present alone specially con- 
cerned. 


Thus, while dissenters in discipline, Acesius and his Com- 
munion fully symbolised with the Universal Church, both in 
regard to the Faith itself, and in regard to the historical Prin- 
ciple on which that Faith was adopted. 





CHAPTER III. 


RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY AFFORDED BY THE EVI- 
DENCE OF ENEMIES TO THE FACT OF THE POSITIVE 
ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST'S ESSENTIAL ; 
DIVINITY. 


TuE allegation of an enemy is important or unim- 
portant in regard to historical testimony, pre- 
cisely as that allegation is admitted or denied 
by the community against which it is brought 
forward. 

Tacitus charged the Jews with adoring the 
image of an ass: but such a notorious and repro- 
bated falsehood, as Tertullian well remarks, served 
only to demonstrate, that, in ¢his particular at least, 
the historian evinced himself the very prince of 
liars'. In a similar manner, the Pagans perpe- 
tually asserted, that the early Christians, in those 
secret meetings to which they were driven through 
the violence of persecution, were accustomed to 
eat and drink the flesh and blood of a slaughtered 


* Cornelius Tacitus, sane ille mendaciorum loquacissimus. 
Tertull. Apol. adv. Gent. Oper. p. 841. Rhenan. 
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infant, and that a constituent part of their nefa- 
rious nocturnal orgies was an unbounded licence 
of promiscuous fornication : but, when from the 
very first we find such accusations indignantly 
repelled, we rationally ascribe them to mere 
bigotted virulence ; and thus, in point of evidence, 
we deem them unworthy of the least credit. 

Now it is a remarkable circumstance, that, 
anterior to the session of the great Council of Nice, 
a standing topic of objection to the theology of the 
Gospel was: that CHRISTIANS VENERATED, AS GOD, 
ONE WHO HAD BEEN CONDEMNED AND EXECUTED AS A 
MALEFACTOR. 

Nor is the objection brought forward in any 
modified and subordinate sense of the word God. 
Its very strength professedly lies, in the gross 
alleged absurdity: that The Almighty Creator of 
heaven and earth, the Supreme Deity eternal and 
immortal and immutable, should have been born into 
this world in the form of a man; should have tamely 
suffered himself to be treated with every sort of in- 
dignity ; and should at length have expired by the 
most ignomintous of all punishments, that of cruci- 

jixion’. , 


This peculiar speculation is repeatedly charged 


1 So notorious a fact was the worship of Christ as God, that 
it was even made the express groundwork of persecution; on 
the plea, that Christians, by such worship, violated an ancient 
Roman law, which forbad the consecration of a god without the 
assent of the Senate. 


VOL. I. D 
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upon the whole-body of the Christians, both by 
Pagans and by Jews and by Pagans assuming the 
controversial character of Jews, long anterior to 
the commencement of the fourth century. 

The ¢mportance of the charge, so far as historical 
testimony is concerned, depends entirely upon the 
manner in which tt was received. . | 

If the charge were readily and instantaneously 
and constantly dented : the very denial would afford 
a distinct proof; that The early Christians recog- 
nised no such doctrine as that of the Trinsty and of 
the godhead of their Master. 

But, if, on the contrary, the charge were always 
freely admitied ; if the opinion, involved in it, were 
strenuously defended ; and if, in various instances, 


Vetus erat decretum, ne deus ab imperatore consecraretur, 
nisi a senatu probaretur, ut M. A‘milius de deo suo Alburno 
fecit : et hoc ad causam nostram, quod apud vos de humano 
arbitratu divinitas pensitatur. Nisi homini deus placuerit, deus 
non erit: homo jam deo propitius esse debebit.—Quales ergo 
leges istee, quas adversus nos soli exercent impii, injusti, turpes, 
truces, varii, dementes? Tertull. Apol. adv. Gent. Oper. 
p- 815, 817. 

Such a law could not have affected Christians; unless it had 
been known, and unless they themselves had freely confessed, 
that they worshipped Christ as God. The Pagans, with their 
notions, might probably sometimes imagine, that Christ was the 
canonised hero-god of the Nazarenes: but this could not have 
been the case with the more curious and accurate inquirers 
among them ; because, as I observe in the text, the very stress 
of thetr objections rests upon the alleged absurdity, that a cru- 
cified malefactor could be the Supreme Divinity. 
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the charge itself originated from the very language 
of those against whom it was brought: such an 
admission and such a defence will afford, I appre- 
hend, a no less distinct proof; that The doctrine 
of Christ's godhead, included in the doctrine of the 
Trinity, was the standard doctrine of the Catholic 
Church during the period throughout which the 
charge was so perpetually propounded. 

Having made these preliminary observations, 
I shall now, agreeably to the plan which has been 
laid down, trace the matter retrogressively from 
the era of the first Nicene Council. 

I. About the year 303, or about the latter end 
of the third and the beginning of the fourth cen- 
tury, flourished Arnobius, originally a pagan rheto- 
rician at Sicca in Africa, afterward a convert to 
Christianity. 

This writer gives the following account of the 
charge, as it stood in his time. 

The gods, says the pagan enemy of the Gospel, 
are not angry at you Christians, because you wor- 
ship the Omnipotent God. But they are tndig- 
nant: both because you contend, that oNE, WHO 
WAS BORN A MAN AND WHO WAS PUT TO DEATH BY 
THE IGNOMINIOUS PUNISHMENT OF CRUCIFIXION, IS 
aop; and because you belteve him still to survive ; 
and because YOU ADORE HIM WITH DAILY SUPPLICA- 
TIONS '. 

’ Sed non, inquit, idcirco dii vobis infesti sunt, quod Omnipo- 


tentem colatis Deum; sed quod hominem natum, et quod per- 


pd 2 


36 THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK 1. 


Such, in form, was the charge. The answer, 
after a sarcastic description of the gentile deities, 
thus grievously forsooth humiliated by the adora- 
tion of the crucified Galilean: the answer (through 
the medium of a very Just retort, constructed on 
the acknowledged principles of Paganism itself) 
proceeds to assert and to vindicate the divine 
worship of Christ, on the specific ground of his 
absolute and proper divinity ; on the specific 
ground, to wit, that he is God in the highest 
import of the word, God sent economically as a 
messenger by God the Father the Supreme Ruler 
of the Universe. 

We worship then,. it seems, one who was born a 
man. 

Be it so. But do you yourselves worship no one 
who was born a man: and that too, not merely this 
or that single individual, but deities innumerable ? 
Or rather, in truth, were not all your gods originally 
mortals, whom you yourselves have elevated to the 
starry heaven ?— 

But let us suppose for a moment, in compliment 
to your own opinions, that Christ was one of us mere 
men, similar in mind and soul and body and frailty 
and condition to ourselves: still was he not, on your 
avowed principles, worthy to be called a god and to 


sonis infame est vilibus crucis supplicio interemptum, et Deum 
fuisse contenditis, et superesse adhuc creditis, et quotidianis 
supplicationibus adoratis. Arnob. adv. gent. lib. i. p. 19, 20. 
Lugdun. Batav. 1651, 
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be deemed a god, in recompense for the benefits which 
he has conferred ? You worship Bacchus, Ceres, 
Esculapius, Minerva, and Triptolemus ; because 
they severally invented wine, corn, medicine, the 
olive, and the plough : you have introduced Hercules 
into the assembly of the gods ; because he destroyed 
wild-beasts and thieves and the innumerable heads of 
the hydra. Shall we then venerate, with more penu- 
rtous honours, him, who guided us from error into 
truth ?— 

But you tell us, that We worship one who was 
born a man. 

Now, even tf it were true that we did worship a 
mere man: yet, on account of all the blessings which 
we have derived from him, he might, on your own 
principles, well deserve to be styled a divinity. But, 
SINCE HE IS GOD IN REALITY AND WITHOUT THE 
SLIGHTEST AMBIGUITY OF DOUBT, do you imagine us 
inclined ever to deny, that HE 18 WORSHIPPED BY US 
IN THE HIGHEST POSSIBLE DEGREE, and that he 1s 
called the President of our Community ? 

Some one, maddened and enraged, will say: 
What, then, is that Christ God ? 

YES, we answer, AND GOD OF THE VERY INNERMOST 
POTENCY. We further profess, however it may 
irritate unbelievers, that, for ends of the last 
importance, he was sent to us by the Supreme Sove- 
reign.—HE WAS THE HIGH GOD: GOD, RADICALLY AND 
ESSENTIALLY. rom unknown realms, by the Prince 
of the Universe, he was sent, God, God the Saviour : 
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God, whose origin and whose essence the rulers and 
the gods of this world could neither know nor 
suspect }. 


* Natum hominem colimus. 

Quid enim? Vos hominem nullum colitis natum? Non 
unum et alum? Non innumeros alios? Quinimo non omnes, 
quos jam templis habetis vestris, mortalium sustulistis ex 
numero, et coelo sideribusque donastis ?— 

Sed concedamus interdum, manum vestris opinionibus dantes, 
unum Christum fuisse de nobis, mentis, animee, corporis, fra- 
gilitatis, et conditionis unius: nonne dignus a nobis est, tanto- 
rum ob munerum gratiam, Deus dici, Deusque sentiri? Si 
enim vos Liberum, quéd usum reperit vini; si, quod panis, 
Cererem ; si A:sculapium, quéd herbarum ; si Minervam, quod 
olee; si Triptolemum, qudd aratri; si denique Herculem, 
quod feras, qudd fures, quod multiplicium capitum superavit 
compescuitque natrices; divorum retulistis in coetum: honoribus 
quantis afficiendus est nobis, qui ab erroribus nos magnis, in- 
sinuata veritate, traduxit 7— 

Natum hominem colitis. 

Etiam si esset id verum, tamen pro multis et tam liberalibus 
donis, quee ab eo profecta in nobis sunt, Deus dici appellarique 
deberet. Cum vero Deus sit re certa et sine ullius rei dubi- 
tationis ambiguo, inficiaturos arbitramini nos esse, quam maxime 
illum a nobis coli et preesidem nostri corporis nuncupari ? 

Ergone, inquiet aliquis, furens, iratus, et percitus, Deus tlle 
est Christus? 

Deus, respondebimus, et interiorum potentiarum Deus: et, 
quod magis infidos acerbissimis doloribus torqueat, rei maxime 
causa a Summo Rege ad nos missus.—Deus ille sublimis fuit ; 
Deus radice ab intim&; Deus ab incognitis regnis, et ab omnium 
Principe Deus sospitator, est missus: quem neque sol ipse, 
neque ulla, si sentiunt, sidera, non rectores, non principes 
mundi, non denique dii magni, aut qui fingentes se deos genus 
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The responsive argument of Arnobius, in short, 
runs to the following effect. 

Even if Christ were a mere man, who had been 
elevated to divinity on account of the benefits 
which he had conferred : you Pagans, on your own 
principles, could not justly object to our adoration 
of him; since you yourselves confessedly worship 
a whole Olympus of deified mortals who once 
actually and corporeally lived in this nether world. 
Still less, then, can you object to our practice: 
since Christ is not a mere deified man and nothing 
more, but truly and unambiguously and essentially 
God himself; God the Son, sent by God the 
Father ; Jehovah, as the prophet Zechariah speaks, 
sent by Jehovah ; God, one with the Father in es- 
sence, though distinct from the Father in person. 

II. We find the same familiar allegation urged 
again and again, almost to absolute satiety, by the 
Epicurean Celsus, who flourished about the middle 
of the second century: and his testimony is pecu- 
liarly valuable, not only for its antiquity, but also 
because, like that of the Pagan in Arnobius, it 
unequivocally tends to shew, that the Christians 
of that period supposed their Lord to be God 
essentially '. His Work was answered by Origen, 


omne mortalium territant, unde aut qui fuerit, potuerunt nos- 
cere vel suspicari. Arnob. adv. gent. lib. i. p. 21, 24, 32. 

1 The objections of Celsus are put into the mouth of a Jew. 
Hence the objections are constructed on the sentiments, which 
the Jews were known to entertain of God. Now a Jew never 
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who lived about the middle of the third century : 
so that the objections and the replies may be con- 
sidered, as exhibiting the belief of the Church from 
about the year 150 to about the year 250. 

The fictitious Jew, in the Work of Celsus, says 
Origen, thus addresses Jesus. 

What need was there, that, while yet an infant, 
thou shouldest be carried to Egypt, lest thou shouldest 
be slain? Surely tt was not fitting, that cop should 
be alarmed on account of death. But an angel, it 
seems, came from heaven, commanding thee and thy 
relatives to flee, lest, if caught, ye should die! The 
great God, then, who sent two angels on account of 
thee, could not, in that country, preserve thee, H18 
OWN PROPER SON !— 

But we Christians, giving credit to Jesus, when, 
concerning the Deity who was within him, he said, 
I am the way and the truth and the life ; and when, 
respecting his human body he said, Now ye seek to 
slay me, a man who have spoken the truth to you: 


could have gone to work on the principle: that 4 Christian 
might deem his lord to be a god, only in the inferior paganising 
sense of a canonised hero or demon. Therefore, when a simu- 
lated Jew is dramatically made to object that Christians deemed 
their Lord to be God: the decorum of the sustained character 
plainly requires, that by gop should be meant JEHOVAH or THE 
SUPREME DEITY. Accordingly, we shall find: that all the ob- 
jections, which Celsus puts into the mouth of his Jew, are 
framed on this precise principle ; and that all the answers, 
returned by Origen, are still framed on the very same principle. 
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we Christians pronounce him to be a certain com- 
pound ; and we judge it meet, that he, who had pre- 
determined to sojourn among us like a man, should 
not unseasonably expose himself to mortal danger.— 
For, since he wished to appear only as a man testified 
of God, there. would have been an inconsistency in 
any extraordinary aid, which might indicate, that, 
under the appearance of a man, he possessed some- 
what more divine: namely, that he was properly the 
Son of God, even God the Word and the Power and 
the Wisdom of God, who is called Christ '. 


1 Er) 3¢ robroce etic 6 lovdatoc mpeg roy “Inoovy, rapa re 
Kédop dé yee. 

Tl dé wai oe wimov Ere éxpiy lc Atyuxroy éxxopllecba, 
pe) droopayyc; Osov ydp ov eixig hy wept Oavdrov dedomxévac’ 
kal dyyedog pev iyxev & obpavov, KeXedwv ool Kai roic aot¢ oi- 
kelorc gebyery, pi) éyxaradngbévrec droOaynre. uddooey O€ ae 
abrd6r, & dvo Hin dua oe wexopugac dyyéAovc, 6 peyac Oedc, 
roy idtoy vioy ovK Edtvyaro;— 

‘Hyeic 0, abrg morevovrec "Inoov, wept per ritc tv abr@ Oed- 
rnrocg Néyorrt, "Eyw elue  ddd¢ xal f ddAGOera cal ty Cw, cad et 
Tt Tovroe waparAhowy wept d€ rov, dre év dvOpwxlyy cwpare 
qv, Travra gdoxorre, Noy d€ Cnreirée pe droxreivat, &vOpwroy, 
Soreg thy adAnBeay bpiv AedkaAnxa’ ovyOerdy re xphpa gape 
abroy yeyovévat, cai éxpiv roy wpovoodpevoy rifc we dyvOpwrov 
éavrov cic ror Bloy émcdnplac pr dxalpwe dudce ywpetv rp we 
Bavdrov xivduvy.—To ydp wdvv wapddotoy rijc éx’ a’réy Bon- 
Ociac, xal él wréoy éugavec, obk Fv yxphoyoy re BotrecBax ad- 
rov didatae dc avOpwroy paprvpoipevoy two rod Oecd, Exerv 
rt Oedrepov tv r@ Grexopévy dvOpdxw Srep fy & kvplwe vide 
cov, Ged Adyocxal Avydpre Kal Oeod Logia, 6 cadoipevoc Xpie~ 
rac. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 51. 52. Spencer. Cantab. 1618. 
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Gop, he continues in the person of his fictitrous 
Jew to address Jesus, cannot have such a body as 
thine. 

But, in answer to this, we say: that, sojourning 
in life as a man, he assumed, from a female, a body 
like the human body capable of death’. 

His fictitious Jew goes on to object: How could 
we deem him to be cop, who performed nothing of 
the things which he promised ; and who, when we 
had convicted him, was at length apprehended after 
a disgraceful attempt to hide himself ; and who was 
betrayed by the very persons, whom he called dis- 
ciples? Had he been aon, he could neither have 
fied, nor could he have been led away in bonds.— 

To this we reply: that we do not suppose the visi- 
ble and sensible body of Jesus to be God, nor even 
indeed his human soul concerning which tt is said, 
My soul ts sorrowful even unto death: but, in our 
opinion, the Word, who is God and the Son of the 
God of all things, spoke, in Jesus, both the saying, 
Lam the way and the truth and the life, and the 
saying, I am the gate, and the saying, I am the 
living bread that descended from heaven, and other 
sayings of a similar nature. Well, therefore, do 
we censure the Jews for not deeming him to be God, 
who 1s by the prophets so often testified of, as being 


* @noly, “Ore Oeod obs ay ein rowvroy oda, oloy rd ody. 

"ANN hpeic, xpog ravra, oipa abroy Aéyouer dvedngévar, 
wo dd Onrziac, rp Bly éxidnphoavra dyvOpimvoy, cai Oard- 
rov dyOpwrou Cexrixéy. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 54. 
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THE GREAT POWER AND GOD according to the God and 
Father of all things. For we assert, that, in the 
Mosasc Cosmogony, the Father addressed to him the 
command, Let there be light, and Let there be a 
Jirmament, and whatsoever other things God com- 
manded to be made. He, moreover, said to him; 
Let us make man after our image and our likeness : 
and the Word, having recewed these commands, did 
all the things which the Father enjoined him.— But 
we speak thus, not as separating THE SON OF GOD 
from the man Jesus: for, after the economy, the 
soul and the body of Jesus became most intimately 
one with THE WORD OF GoD '. 


1 Mera ratrd gyno d "lovdaiog’ Dae & éuéAXoper rovroyv 
voullew Oedy, Sc, rd re G\Aa Gowep exnxovero, older dv ixny- 
yéArero execeixyvro; wal, éxecdr) tpetc edéytavrec abrov Kai 
karayvorvrec flipper xodaleoOa, xpverdpevog péy xal drade- 
Spdoxwy twoverdiorérara, éddw* bx’ abraoy de dy dvdpale paln- 
ray xpovedOn. Kal roc Gedy, now, byra, ovre gevyay evify, 
ovre OcOdvra axdyeoBar.— 

Hpoc raira 2 gnooper, Ere obd jpeg brodapBdvoper ro 
Prexdpevoy rére kal aloOnrdy rov "Inood copa elvac Oedv. Kal 
ri Aéyw ro adpa; dAr’ obde ry Woyxy, wept Ho AéAEKrat ro, 
Tlepiduxde Eorey § vy pov Ewe Gavdrov’ 'AAa,—xa’ hyde, 
6 Adyog Oedc, cal Geod rev Sdwy vioc, EXeyer év ry "Inood 
TO, "Ey& eige } dddg cal } GAnBaa cal § Cwh* cal ro, "Eye ecipe 
 Oupa’ cal ro, "Ey& elus 6 Gprog 6 Coy 6 éx rov obpayol xara- 
Bag’ cal et re Addo robroig eapaxAfotwy. "Eyxadotpey ovy ’Iov- 
Salotg rovroy pi) voploan Oedy, txd roy xpogyTey woddaxod 
pepaprupnpévoy ac peyadny Svra Avyducy cal Ocdy, xara roy 
ray 5dwv Gedy cal rarépa. Totry yap gapey, évy rp cara Mo- 
gia Kooponotig, xpoorarrovra roy Ilarépa elpncévar ro, T'evnO4re 

10 
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Let us see, however, what Celsus 1s pleased next 
to object. 

Being aon, says he, Christ foretold that he should 
be betrayed. Therefore, what he foretold, could not 
but come to pass. Hence cop compelled his dis- 
ciples to become wicked and impious.—Truly, no 
person, who partook of the same table even with a 
man, ever plotted against that man: yet one, who 
had feasted with cov, plotted against cop; and, 
what is still more inconsistent, GOD HIMSELF plotted 
against his associates, compelling them to become 
traitors. 

Even to such allegations as these we will reply, 
though they are no better than mere childish quib- 
bles. Celsus, then, thinks, that a predicted matter 
occurs, because it is predicted. But we, admitting 
no such thing, assert, that he, who predicts a matter, 
ts not the cause of its occurrence: for, though he has 
foretold what is about to occur; yet that, which is 
about to occur, will equally occur, even if it has never 
been foretold’. 


gic, xalTevnOfrw orepéwpa, cai ra Norra doa mwpoctrakey 6 
Oedc yevécOat’ Kai rovre@ elpnxévac ro, Llothowper &vOpwwrov car’ 
eixdva cal duolwory Hperépay’ mpocrayGévra d€ rov Adyoy merot- 
nxévae xdyra boa 6 Tardp atrg éverel\aro.—Taira dé paper, 
ob xwpllovrec rov vioy rov Oecd dro rov "Inaot' Ev yap padcora, 
pera ry oixovonlay yeyévnrat mpocg roy Adyoy rov Ocov Fj 
Yuxy cal rd o&pa rod Inood. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. ii. p. 62, 
63, 64. 

-. 1? Mera ratra Wepev wag Eyer. Tatra Oedc, gnaw, oy 


mpoeime’ kal mavrwc éxpiy yeveoBar ro xpoeipypévory, Oedc 
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We proceed to notice the next objection, started 
with abundance of parade, by our antagonist. 

Gop, says Celsus, ts good and excellent and happy. 
But, if he descends to men, he of necessity expe- 
riences a change: that 1s to say,a change from good 
to bad, from excellent to base, from happiness to 
unhappiness. Yet who would choose such a muta- 
tion ? It may be consistent with the nature of a 
mortal: but, with that of an immortal, tt 1s wholly 
inconsistent. Gon, therefore, can never have expe- 
rienced any such mutation. 

To this it would afford a sufficient reply, if I were 
to shew the character of what in Scripture 1s called 
A DESCENT OF GOD TO MEN: in which there 1s no need 
to admit any change in him (as Celsus imagines us 
to assert), nor any conversion from good to bad or 
from excellent to base.-—But that, which descended 


ovy, Touc avrov paOnrac Kai wpogpfrac, pe? Wy ouvedelrve kai 
cuvércvey, cig rovro repthyayey, we YE doseicg wat dvocioug ye- 
véoBar.—H dvOpwxy péev 6 xowwwvhoag rpamwéinc, ob ay Ere | 
éxeBovdevoe’ Oeg O€ ovvevwynGeic, éxiBovdog éylvero’ Kai, Sxep 
rt droxwrepoy, abroc 6 Oed¢ roic avyrparélae éxeBoudevee, 
wpoddrac kal duvoceBeic roy. 

Kal xpdc raira dé, éxet BovXe kal roic gol parvopévore ebre- 
héot rov Kédoov éxtyeiphpacy dravrgy, rovavra phoopey. ‘O 
pev Kédaoe oterat, dea rovro yivecOar ro ixd revog Kpoyvwoews 
Ocomcabev, éxel EeoxicOn. ‘Hyeic dé, rovro ov diWdrrec, paper, 
obyl roy Oeoxicavra airiy ecivac rot Ecopévov, exet mpoeiwer 
aro yeynacpevoy, GAG To éadpevoy Eodpevoy ay Kal p) Beo- 
wioOev, rhv alrlay re TpoytyywoKorrt waperynkevat Tov avro 


xposmetvy. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. ii. p. 72, 73. 
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to men, was in the form of God: and, on account of 
his philanthropy, he emptied himself, in order that 
he might be apprehended by them ; yet without a 
change from good to bad or from happiness to un- 


happiness '|.— If, however, THE IMMORTAL GOD THE - 


WORD, assuming a mortal body and a human soul, 
seems to Celsus to be changed and metamorphosed : 
let him learn, that THE WORD, REMAINING THE WORD 
IN SUBSTANCE, suffers nothing of the matters which 
the body and the soul suffer’. 


* Philip. ii. 6 

*"Idwpey 0 cal Gren éliicg gnow 6 Kédooc, pera peeyddne 
awayyeriag, Trovroy roy rpéroy. 

'O Qedc &yabde éort, cal kadog, cal ce Sen kal éy rg Kah- 
Alory xaldplory. Ei 3) é¢ dvOpdrouc xdrevot, peraPorijc airy 
dei* peraBorjic de & dyaBov ele xaxoy, cal ex Kadod ele aicypdr, 
xal & ebdacporlag el¢ eaxodatpoviay, Kal éx rot dplorov ele rd 
xovnpérarov. Tic &y ovy Edotro rotavrny peraBorhy ; Kai perv 
38) rg Ovnr@ péy GAdArreobat cat perardrdrrecOa, paw’ ry Oo 
dOavarg, cara ra abra cal doatrwg Exev. Otc dy oddé rad- 
rny ray peraBodrrny Ozdc déxorro. 

Aoxet dé proc xpoc ratra AéyeoOar ra déovra, dinynoapivy 
ray év ralc ypagaic Aeyouéryny cardiac Oeod xpoc ra arOpe- 
miva’ eic Av ob peraBodrfic abrg dei, dc Kédoog Hyde oterae 
Aéyerv, ovre rpowic ric && a&yabov ele naxdv.—Tod o€ xaraBe- 
Byxog cig &vOpmrovc év popdg Oeod vaijpyxe’ Kai, dca pirtarOpw- 
wiay, éavroy éxévwoev, tva ywonOivar bx’ abray duynBy ob 3h 
wou 0 && dyabey ele xaxoy yéyovey abrg@ peraBod),—ovd éx 
karo ele aioypov,—ovoe & eddarporviag Ader ele kaxodapoviar. 
—Ei 32 xal, cpa Ovnroy Kal Wwyhy dvOpwxivny dvadaBwy, 6 
aBavarog edge Adyor doxet rg KéXog &dAarrecBar cal pera- 
widrreabar’ parOavérw, Gre 6 Adyoc, rp obeig pévwy Adyoc, 
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On the whole, since he objects to us, I know not 
how often, concerning Jesus; that FROM A MORTAL 
BODY WE ESTEEM HIM TO BE GOD, and that in doing 
so we conceive ourselves to act piously : tt were super- 
-fluous, so much having already been said, to give him 
any further answer. Yet let these objectors know, 
that this person, whom, with full persuasion, we be- 
lieve to be from the beginning, GOD AND THE SON OF 
GOD, 2s the very Word and the very Wisdom and the 
very Truth: and we assert, that his mortal body 
and the human soul in him, not only by fellowship, 
but likewise by absolute union and commixture, hav- 
ing participated of his divinity, have passed into 
THE DEITY '; 


obdey pev wheal oy mhege TO copa Hh» vox Orig. cont. 
Cels. lib. iv. p. 169,170. | 

Ewe & éyxadet hyiv, ok old Hon Gxoadkic, rept rov 'In- 
gov, Gre éx Ovnrov odparoc Syra Oedy vopifopuer, xal Ev rovry 
Sora Spgy doxotpev’ xeptocoy pevy 1O Erte wxpoc rovro déyery, 
mrelova yap év roic dywrépw dédexrat. “Opwe d& torwoay ot 
éycaNotvrec, Sri, dy pév voulZopev xal wereiopeda apyndév 
elvat Geor xal vidy Oeod, ovrog 6 AbroAdyog éori cal i Abro- 
cogla xal 4 AbroaAnBea’ ro dé Ovnroy abrov odpa, Kai riy 
dvOpwrivny ev abrg Wuxi, ry mpoe éxetvo ob pévoy Kotvwrig, 
GdAG Kai Evwoe Kal dvaxpace, ra péyiora gapey rpooeAngéevar, 
kal ritc éxelvou Oecérnrog Kexotvwxdra el¢ Oeov perafeBnxévac. 
Orig. cont. Cels. lib. iii. p. 185, 186. See also lib. ii. p. 101. 
lib. vii. p. 868. lib. viti. p. 404. 

At the close of these quotations, it may not be useless to 
remark ; that the simulated Jew of Celsus indifferently argues 
on the fact of the Christians deeming their Saviour 6 Qedc as 
well as Geog. The former term, 6 Ozd¢, in English most pro- 
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It will be observed, that the allegations of 
Celsus, while they are throughout constructed 
upon the express ground that Christ was believed 
to be strictly and properly THE SUPREME GOD, 
respect, not merely a few visionary individuals, but 
the whole collective body of the Church. As such, 
accordingly, they are understood and answered by 
Origen. Hence, whatever in the abstract we may 
think of the arguments on either side, we have 
(the sole matter with which I am at present con- 
cerned) the positive and admitted testimony of 
Celsus to the evidently well-known and familiar 
circumstance : that The Catholic Church, about the 
middle of the second century, or about some fifty or 
sixty years after the death of St. John, held and 
maintained the essential divinity of Christ, viewed 
under the aspect of God the Word, the eternal Son 
of the Father, coexistent with him from the begin- 
ning in the inseparable unity of the Godhead. 

III. Such being the case, we shall be prepared 
to expect the same charge from the mouth of 
Trypho the Jew in the celebrated conversation 
which he held with Justin Martyr some few years 
earlier than the epoch of the attack made by 
Celsus. 

The conversation in question, as appears from 


perly rendered The Deity, effectually precludes, even on gram- 
matical principles, any socinian quibble, that Qeo¢ without the 
article, may be rendered a god, no less properly than God. 
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the evidence distinctly afforded by itself, took place 
in the year 136'. Hence the allegations of 
Trypho will respect the faith of Christians, as by 
an enemy it was alleged to stand, and as by a pro- 
fessed believer it was admitted to stand, only thirty- 
six years after the death of the Apostle St. John. . 

Trypho exclaimed: My good friend, it would be 
well for us to follow the advice of our Rabbins, that 
we should converse with no one of you Chrisivans. 
For you speak many blasphemies, wishing to per- 
suade us: that THIS CRUCIFIED MALEFACTOR WAS 
WITH MOSES AND AARON, and that HE CONVERSED 
WITH THEM IN THE PILLAR OF THE CLOUD, and that 
afterward he became man, and that he was crucified, 
and that he ascended to heaven, and that he will 
again appear upon earth, and that HE OUGHT TO BE 
WORSHIPPED. | 

Whereupon I answered: I know, that, as the word 
of God spake, THIS GREAT WISDOM OF GOD THE 
ALMIGHTY CREATOR OF ALL THINGS 28 hidden from you. 
Hence, through pity, I labour, that you may under- 


1 Trypho speaks of himself, as having emigrated to Greece 
in consequence of the war which was then raging: ¢vyay roy 
viv yevdpevoyv xédepov. Just. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 167. 
Sylburg. 1593. And this war is afterward described as the 
Jewish war: éuBardvrog revog abrady Adyoy wepi rod xara rijy 
Tovdalay yevopévov rodépov. Ibid. p. 175. But this then 
raging war in Judéa was doubtless the war of Adrian, which 
occurred in the year 186, Therefore, in that same year 136, 
the dialogue of Justin and Trypho must have been carried on. 
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stand these our doctrines which appear so paradox- 
ical ; or, if I fail of success, that at least in the day 
of judgment I may be trreprehensible *. 


‘ Kat & Tpigwy elxer"Q dvOpwre, carcv fy xecoPivrac 
pac rote didacxddorge vopoberhoact, pndevt e& div ducdeiv, 
pndé cot rovrwy Kxowwrijca roy \éywy' BrAaognpa yap rodAa 
Aéyetc, roy oravpwOéyra rovroy alioy welOecy huae yeyervicbat 
pera Mwicéwe cat *Aapwy, cal AedaArnxévat abrote éy aride 
wepednc, elra EvOpwroy yevdpevovy cravpwOhva, cal dvaPeBn- 
ceva ele roy o’paydy, Kal rddkuy wapaylvecOar éwi rij¢ yiic, Kal 
mpooxuynroy elyat. 

Kaya dwexpvduny' Oléa sre, de 6 Tov Ocod Adyor Egn, 
Kéxpurrat dg’ pay hy Lodla } peydAn abry rov rounrov roy Siwy 
Kal wavroxparopoc Qeov* dtd cuprabdy tpiv wpooxdpvey ayw- 
vifopar, Erwe ra xapadola huey ravra vononre’ el Sé py, tva 
Kav aurdc dOgoc b év iyuépg xploewc. Just. Dial. cum Tryph. 
Oper. p. 198. 

An objection has been started by Episcopius : that, although 
Justin acknowledges Christ to be God; yet he distinguishes 
him from the Creator of the world, and therefore denies that he 
was the Creator. See Bull. Judic. Eccles. Cathol. append. ad 
Cc, Vile § 6. 

I. Certainly Justin distinguishes Christ from the Creator of 
all things: but then it is in a passage, wherein he declares him 
to be the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob. 

“Addo yap, kar’ Gov rpdxov, BArAacgnpely, rev LHonrhy 
Tév odwy, Kal rov bx abrov xpopnrevdpevoy ElevocoOar Xprordy 
kai roy Ozoyv "AGBpaay cai "Ioadx cal TaxvP, diddoxovewv. Justin. 
Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 196. 

Nor is this all ; he immediately afterward employs well nigh 
thirty folio pages to demonstrate, that Christ, from time to time 
appearing in a human form, was the God worshipped by the old 
Patriarchs. Ibid. p. 197—223. 

Now 
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Then said Trypho: Taking up your discourse 
rom the point where you ceased, now proceed: for st 


Now the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, or the 
God of the old Patriarchs, was undoubtedly and confessedly 
Jehovah. 

Hence, though Justin rightly distinguishes the Son from the 
Paternal Creator of all things, he furthermore, after the in- 
spired Apostles Paul and John, teaches us : that God the Father 
created the world tarover Christ hts Son and Word; and that 
The Father spake unto Christ, when he said, Let us make man in 
our wage, after our likeness. 

'O dé Yidg éxeivov, 6 pdvoc Aeydpevoc Kupiwg vioc, 6 Adyog 
npO THY Tonpdrwr Kai cuvey cal yervdpevoc, Sre ry doyhy oe 
avrov wayra Exrive cal éexdopnoe, Xpioroc ev. Justin. Apol. ii. 
Oper. p. 84, 85. 

Tothowpey &vOpwroy car’ elkéva fyerépay xal xaO’ dpolwory. 
—'ANAG rovro ro rg Svre dxo rov Harpog rpoBAnOew yéwynpa, 
wpo TavTay rev rompdrwy, cuviy re arpl cai robrg 6 Marjp 
xpooouiret. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 221, 222. 

II. Had these matters been duly attended to by Episcopius, 
he would have seen: that, when Justin distinguishes Christ 
from the Creator of all things, while at the same time he de- 
clares him to be Jehovah the God of Abraham and Isaac and 
Jacob and the other old Patriarchs, he means simply to distin- 
guish him from God the Father ; whom the ancient Church 
rightly deemed, the primary Creator of the Universe, and the 
abrdéBeog and the x7y) Oedrnrog or the alone self-originating 
fountain of deity. 

The doctrine, in short, of Justin and the Apostles, is: that 
The Father created all a THROUGH the Son. Compare 
John i. 8. Hebr. i. 2. 

Hence, though Justin pronounces the Son to be the Jehovah 
worshipped by the old Patriarchs, he rightly and soundly dis- 
tinguishes him from the primordial Paternal Creator of the Uni- 
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strikes me, as somewhat paradoxical and as by no 
means capable of an entire demonstration. With 
regard to what you assert, that THIS CHRIST, INAS- 
MUCH AS HE IS GOD, PREEXISTED BEFORE ALL AGES, 
and that he endured to be born a created man, and 
that he was not a mere man born from man in the 
ordinary course of nature: such an assertion seems 
to me, not only a paradox, but even a downright 
absurdity. 

To this I replied: I know, that my discourse 
seems paradoxical more espectally to those of your 
race, who were never willing either to understand or 
to perform the things of God’. 

And Trypho said: You attempt to shew a matter 


verse. Had he done otherwise, he would have anticipated the 
subsequent patripassian heresy of Praxeas and Sabellius. 

_ Nakedly to state from Justin, that, in hts judgment, Chrest 
was distinct from the Creator ; and, consequently, to insinuate 
the inference, that, in his judgment also, Christ, though styled 
God, is not truly and essentially God: thus to exhibit the doc- 
trine of Justin, is certainly to misrepresent him. 

" Kal 6 Tpigwy elarev’ 'AvadaBwy ody roy Adyow SOev éxaicw, 
mépatve' wmapadoloe rie ydp wore, kal pi) duvyapevoc Sdwe dxo- 
decxOijrar, doxei pol evar’ rd yap éyeew ot wpotwdpyey Ocov 
dyra xp0 aiwywy rovroy roy Xptoroy, elra cal yevyn@ijvar dy 
Opwaoy yevdpevoy bxopetva, kal Gre ovx GvOpwrog ef dvOpwrov, 
ob pdvoy mapddotoy doxei pot evar, dAAG kal pwpdy. 

Kdyw& xpoc ratra Env: O18 dre wapddotoc 6 Adyoc doxei elvac, 
kat padeora roic dro rov yévoug ipwy, oireveg Ta rov Oecd 
oUre vojoat ore xotHoa wore BeBovdnoGe. Justin. Dial. cum 


Tryph. Oper. p. 207. 








s 
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incredible and well nigh impossible; that Gop EN- 


DURED TO BE BORN AND TO BECOME A MAN. 

My reply was: If I attempted to shew this by 
mere human arguments, there were no need that you 
should bear with me: but, if I bring my proofs 
from repeated scriptural authorities, you will then 
be convicted of hardheartedness in regard to under- 
standing the mind and the will of God’. 

IV. The allegations of Trypho brought our 
evidence within thirty-six years after the death of 
St. John: the exactly concurring testimony of 
Pliny, regularly founded upon the strictness of 
legal depositions, will, in the first instance, bring 
it within three years after the death of that Apos- 
tle; and, in the next instance, will carry it back 
even seventeen years before his death. For St. 


* Kai 6 Tpidwy: “Amoroy yap cal ddvvaroy oyedoy xpaypa 
Emexetpeic drodexvivat, Sri Cede trépeve yevynOijvat cal dvOpw- 
moc yeverOat. 

El rovro, Edny, éx’ dvOpwreiace Sdaypacw h émyephpacw 
éreBadduny drodexvivar, dvacxécOa pou otk Ay Ede ipac: el 
d€ ypagag kai cig rovro elpnpévac rocatrac, wxeoraxte abrac 
Aéywy, die tude txcvyvovat abrac, oxAnpoxapdtoe wpo¢ To yvw~- 
vat vouv Kat Bédnpua rov Oeod yiveoGe. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. 
Oper. p. 228. 

So again, in another place, Trypho, directly and unconira- 
dictedly, charges Justin with maintaining the preéxistence and 
divinity of Christ. 

Ocoy abroy xpotvwapyxorvra Aéyerc’ Kal, cara rHv BovAny row 
cov, sapkoronPévra abrov Néyetc dua rijg wapBévov yeyevvijabac 
dvOpwrov. Ibid. p. 245. 
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John died in the year 100: and, from the Bithy- 
nian Nicomedia, in the year 103, was written the 
well-known letter of Pliny to Trajan. 

Some of the Asiatic Christians, and some of 
those who had formerly been Christians, when 
called to answer at the tribunal of this philosophic 
persecutor, were induced, in an evil hour, to adore 
the images of the Emperor and the gods, and 
to renounce with imprecations their Lord and 
Saviour. 

Now, as to the doctrine and practice of the 
Church during the very early period which ex- 
tended from the year 83 to the year 103 or from 
seventeen years before the death of St. John to 
three years after his death, these unhappy men 
concurred in making the following deposition. 

They affirmed before me, says Pliny in his official 
report to Trajan, that the sum total of their fault 
or their error was this. Ona stated day, they were 
wont to assemble together before sunrise and alter- 
nately to sing among themselves a hymn to Christ as 
to God. They then bound themselves by a sacra- 
mental pledge, not indeed to the perpetration of any 
wickedness, but to abstain from theft and adultery, 
to abide by their word, and never to forfeit thetr 
suretyship. When this was done, their custom was 
to depart and afterward to meet together again for 
the purpose of harmlessly sitting down to a gene- 
ral meal. The last practice, however, they had 
wholly omitted, in pursuance of my edict: by which, 
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agreeably to your commands, I had forbidden all 
societies '. 

On this evidence, it is important to remark: 
that the persecutor does not speak from vague 
hearsay. He officially reports to the Emperor the 
depositions of the prisoners themselves, regularly 
taken down from their own mouths at a public ex- 
amination. 

Nor were the attested doctrine and practice 
merely the attested doctrine and practice of a few 
insulated individuals: they were plainly the well 
known doctrine and practice of the Catholic Church 
at large. For, on the face of the depositions, it 
appears: that, In the age of Trajan, at the very 
beginning of the second century, and therefore imme- 
diately after the death of St. John, the Catholie 
Church, in her ordinary stated assembles and through 
the medium of her familar appointed ritual, was 
regularly accustomed to worship Christ as God. 

Nor, again, could the attested doctrine and 


1 Adfirmabant autem, hanc fuisse summam vel culpe sue 
vel erroris: quod essent soliti stato die ante lucem convenire, 
carmenque Christo quasi Deo dicere secum invicem; seque 
sacramento non in scelus aliquod obstringere, sed ne furta, ne 
latrocinia, ne adulteria, committerent, ne fidem fallerent, ne 
depositum appellati abnegarent: quibus peractis, morem sibi 
discedendi fuisse, rursusque coeundi ad capiendum cibum, pro- 
miscuum tamen et innoxium; quod ipsum facere desisse post 
edictum meum, quo, secundum mandata tua, heteerias esse 
vetueram. Plin. Epist. lib. x. epist. 97. 
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practice have suddenly and recently sprungup in 
the Church, now no longer under the controuling 
authority of St. John. That venerable servant of 
Christ had indeed been called to his reward, at the 
time when the depositions of the lapsed were taken 
before Pliny: but, as yet, we may well say, he 
was scarcely cold in his grave. If the doctrine that 
Christ is God, and if the practice of worshipping him 
as God, were unknown to and unsanctioned by 
St. John: they must have started into existence, 
and they must have thoroughly infected the 
Church, in the short space of three calendar | 
years. For, so far as matter of fact is concerned, 
we find, on unexceptionable authority: that, Jm- 
mediately after the death of St. John, the worship of 
Christ as God formed a part of the regular stated 
liturgical service of the Church. And we detect 
this divine adoration, not in some remote corner 
of the world which might have been less under 
the Apostle’s superintendance, but in a province of 
Asia Minor which may justly be deemed to have 
specially appertained to his own Patriarchate. 
Nor yet is even such the whole result of the evi- 
dence now under consideration. Pliny tells the 
Emperor: that, of the persons who were brought 
before him and who all made the deposition in 
question, some professed to have abjured Christ, 
or to have ceased to be Christians, three years ; 
some, more than three years ; and some, even twenty 
years, previous to their appearance at his tribu- 
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nal’. Our evidence, therefore, zow specifies, on 
the personal knowledge of the deponents: that, 
full seventeen years before the death of St. John no 
less than three years after it, the Catholic Church, 
in the Apostle’s own immediate jurisdiction, was 
liturgically accustomed to worship Christ as God ’*. 


1 Alii, ab indice nominati, esse se Christianos dixerunt, et 
mox negaverunt: fuisse quidem, sed desisse; quidam, ante 
triennium ; quidam, ante plures annos; non nemo etiam, ante 
viginti quoque. Plin. Epist. lib. x. epist. 97. 

? I may here properly notice Dr. Priestley’s attempt to rid 
himself of the decisive attestation furnished by Pliny. 

It is likewise alleged, that Pliny says: that The Christians, 
on a certain day, before it was light, met to sing a hymn to 
Christ as to God (or a god). But, as to this writer, tf he had 
been told that hymns were sung by Christians in honour of Christ, 
being himself a heathen, he would naturally imagine ; that they 
were such hymns, as had been composed in honour of the heathen 
gods who had been men. Hist. of Early Opin. book i. chap. 
15. sect. 1. Works, vol. vi. p. 503. 

I. The whole turn of Dr. Priestley’s statement is evidently 
such, as to leave, upon the mind of an incautious reader, an 
impression: that Pliny had merely, by pure accident, picked 
up some idle hearsay account of the liturgical worship of the 
primitive Christians; and that he had gratuitously supposed 
them to hold Christ in much the same estimation as the Pagans 
held their canonized hero-gods. 

But the real fact is: that Pliny is forwarding, to the Em- 
peror Trajan, a regular report of the depositions of certain 
christian prisoners, made before himself, at his own tribunal, in 
his quality of a magistrate : and those prisoners, as he expressly 
tells his master, pgrosgp (afirmabant ), that they sang or re- 
cited alternately a hymn to Christ as to God. 

Verbally, 
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The strict accuracy of Pliny’s official report to 
Trajan is fully established by the joint concurring 


Verbally, then, the terms of their deposition are perfectly 
well ascertained. Hence, the only real question is: What they 
MEANT by the terms in which they made their deposition. For, 
as to what Pliny himself might fancy them to mean, that is a 
matter of the very least importance. 

II. Their deposition consisted of two parts: the Carmen 
Christo di-ere secum invicem, and the Quasi Deo ; that is to say, 
Their alternate singing or reciting a hymn to Christ, and Their 
so doing it to him as to God or (according to the translation 
apparently preferred by Dr. Priestley) as to a god. 

1. The first part of their deposition was: that They alter- 
nately sang or recited a hymn to Christ. 

Now the liturgical alternate singing or reciting a hymn to a 
person is clearly an act of adoration paid to that person: and 
Dr. Priestley allows, that the performing an act of adoration to a 
person is an acknowledgment of that person's divinity ; for he 
devotes a whole section to prove, that Christ could not be God, 
because with the primitive Christians he was not the object of 
prayer; thus evidently allowing, that if he were the legitimate 
object of prayer, he must needs be very God. Hist. of Early 
Opin. Introd. sect. iii. What, then, becomes of this argument 
against our Lord’s divinity, when, in point of racr, we find even 
Asiatic Christians, not only three years after, but even seven- 
teen years before, the death of St. John, singing or reciting, in 
the course of their stated pericdical worship (stato die), a re- 
ligious liturgical hymn to Christ? On the theory of Dr. 
Priestley, that they, all the while, deemed him a mere dead si 
how is this to be accounted for ? 

No tnference, he replies, can be safely drawn from the hymns : 
because divinity may be ascribed to persons in very different 
senses, and some of them very innocent ones, especially in the 
language af poeiry. 

: Doubtless, 
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testimony, both of the ancient writer against the 
Artemonian heresy, of Clement of Alexandria, 
and of Origen. 


Doubtless, there are poetical instances of a lover, more silly 
than his silly sheep, styling his mistress a goddess: and, doubt- 
less also, Virgil and Horace, in a graver strain of flattery, de- 
nominate Augustus Cesar a present god. But will Dr. Priestley, 
or any admirer of Dr. Priestley, venture to institute a sober 
parallelism, between such foolish or profane compositions on the 
one hand, and the primitive hymns solemnly and liturgically 
addressed to Christ by grave and holy men labouring under 
actual persecution on the other hand? If they will not, what are 
we to think of Dr. Priestley’s reply ? 

Clearly, then, the liturgical recitation of a hymn to Christ 
must be an act of adoration paid to Christ. And, since we are 
quite sure that the primitive believers were not idolaters, this 
act of theirs, by the argumentative confession of Dr. Priestley 
himself, amounts to a formal and direct acknowledgment, on 
their part: that Christ is very and essential God. 

2. Hence, the first part of the deposition of the prisoners 
will distinctly teach us, how we ought to understand the second 
pare 

Since their liturgical act of adoration, even if they had deposed 
to nothing more, would alone, on the reasonable assumption 
that the primstive Church during the life-time of St. John was 
not idolatrous, have demonstrated their full belief in the proper 
godhead of Christ : it inevitably follows; that their performing 
this act of adoration to Christ guast Deo means, in their sense 
of the phrase ; that they performed it to him, not as toa god 
in the sense of a mere superstitiously canonised human hero-god 
(for, in truth, the early believers recognised no such palpable 
idolatry), but as to God in the sense of the very and essential 
Deity. : 

To cut off all possibility of evasion, it may be useful to re- 

10 
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1. With respect. to the testimony of the ancient 
writer alluded to, commonly supposed to be Caius 
the Roman Presbyter who flourished about the 
year 210, we are indebted for it to the ecclesi- 
astical historian Eusebius. 

At the beginning of the third century, the dis- 
ciples of Artemon ventured to assert: that Their 
doctrine had always been the doctrine of the Church 
down to the time of Victor of Rome. 

This allegation was met, by the ancient writer 
in question, with a variety of positive evidence to 
the contrary effect : and, among other matters, he 
appeals to those liturgical hymns, which from the 
very first had been used in the public service of the 
Church, and which consequently were as familiar 
to every individual Christian as our old English 
metrical version of the Psalms is to each member 
of our own congregations.. 

How numerous, moreover, says he, are the hymns 
and songs of the brethren, written by the faithful from 
the beginning, which celebrate Christ the Word of 
God, ascribing to him divinity’. 

2. Such is the testimony of the ancient author 
of the Work against Artemon cited by Eusebius : 


mark in conclusion: that the prisoners deposed, not to the 
recitation of a hymn concerning Christ, but to the recitation of 
a hymn addressed to Christ. 

* Wadpoi 6& ao. cat gdad ddedgay drapyijc bxd xiorwy ypa- 
peioa roy Adyor rov Oeov roy Xprordy tpyovoe Peodroyourrec. 


Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. c. 28. 
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and its correctness is abundantly confirmed by the 
circumstance, that one of these primitive hymns 
still actually exists, either written by Clement of 
Alexandria himself upon a model universally 
familiar to the faithful, or preserved by him from 
a period of yet more remote antiquity. — 

The hymn in question is addressed to Christ : and, 
though it may not be composed in the very best 
possible taste; yet it may serve to give us a suf- 
ficiently distinct idea of the mode, in which the 
early believers were accustomed to recite among 
themselves liturgical hymns to Christ as to God. | 

O thou, the bit of untamed colts, the wing of wan- 
dering birds, the true rudder of infants, the shepherd 
of the royal lambs ; gather together thy simple chil- 
dren, holily to praise, gutlelessly to hymn, with in- 
nocent mouths, Christ the leader of children. 

O King of saints, O all-subduing Word of the 
Most High Father, dispenser of wisdom, the age- 
reowing support of the labours of the human race, 
Saviour Jesus, shepherd, ploughman, rudder, bit, 
heavenly wing of the holy flock, fisher of the saved of. 
all languages tempting them from the hostile waves 
of a sea of wickedness with the sweet bait of life: 
lead, O thou shepherd of rational sheep ; lead, O thou 
holy king of unpolluted children, after the footsteps 
of Christ ; lead, O heavenly way, O eternal Word, 
infinite age, everlasting light, fountain of mercy, 
performer of virtue, pious life of those who sing 
hymns to God, O Christ Jesus. 
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Let us infants, nourished with celestial milk and 
filled with the dewy Spirit, sing together simple 
praises, true hymns, to Christ the King, the holy 


repayment for eternal life. 

Let us sing together, let us sing with simplicity, 
the mighty child. 

Let us, the chotr of peace, the children of Christ, 
a wise people, jointly celebrate the God of peace’. 


_—} Srdéptov rodwv ddady, Drepov dpvidwy dxdavey, Olag vn- 
wiwy drpexic, THowuny dpyiy Bactiixey, Tove cove dgedeic Mai- 
dag dyepoy, Alveivy dylwe, ‘Ypvetv ddddwe, ’Axdxotc ordpaovy, 
Naléwy iyyhropa Xpeordy. Baowed dyiwy, Adye waydapdrop 
Ilarpéc inplcrov, Loglac mpiramn, Irhprypa wévwy Alwvoyxapec, 
Bporéac yevedcg Lwrep ‘Inood, Moru)y, dpordp, Olat, ardpuov, 
Ilrepoy otpaviov, Havayotc rolurync, ‘AXtevd pepdxwv Tay cwlo~ 
pévwy, Hedayou xaxiag IyOic ayvovg Kiparog éyOpov, TAvcepy 
Gwy Sedealwr ‘Hyov, xpoBdrwy Aoyuéy rout ‘Ayie, you, 
Baorhed xaldwy avenagwy, ‘Iyvia Xpicrov. ‘Odd¢ ovpavla, Ad- 
yoc aévaoc, Aiwy dmXeroc, hic didwy, "EXéove my), ‘Pexrijp 
dpsrfic’ Leu) Beorh Ody dpvovrrwy, Xpioré "Inoov. Téda 
obpavir Macréy yducepivy Nipone xapirwy, Loglac ric ofc 
éxOAcBoperov, Oi vynmlaxor, ‘Aradoicg ordpacty ’Arcradddpevot, 
Onrjic Aoyexje vedpart dpocepg 'Eprerddpevot, Aivouc agencic, 
"Ypvovg Urpexcic, Baowtet Xprorg, Muoove dolove Zwijg dida- 
xfic, MéAxwper duot, MéAxwpey axhic, Iaida xparepdy. Xopoc 
elphync, Ot yprordyovot, Aadc cwgpwy, Fddwper duod Ocdy 
elphync. Hymn.ad calc. Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. iii. Oper. 
p- 266, 267, 268. Colon. 1688. 

The peculiarity of this hymn is the profuse accumulation of 
titles and epithets upon Christ the object of worship. Hence 
I think it not unlikely, that it is the precise Hymn of many 
names referred to by the scoffing pagan author of the Philopatris. 
Tiv ebyny dxo Ilarpoc dpgapevoc, cal riv wodvevupoy gony elc 
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3. Liturgical hymns of the precise character of 
those, which the lapsed described upon evidence 
to Pliny, which are appealed to with much parti- 
cularity by the old writer cited in Eusebius, and of 
which a specimen has actually come down to us 
from Clement of Alexandria, still, as we learn from 
Origen, continued to be used by the faithful in the 
middle of the third century. 

In point of character, they were hymns, ad- 
dressed conjointly to God the Father and to God 
the Word his only-begotten Son: and the plural 
form, in which he mentions their use, sufficiently 
proves; that they were no mere private unau- 
thorised compositions, but that they were part and 
parcel of the regular public service of the entire 
Church Catholic. 

We recite hymns, says he, to the alone God who 
ts over all, and to his only-begotien Son God the 
Word: and thus we hymn God and his only- 
begotten’. 


rédog éxtOelc. Philopatr. in Oper. Lucian. vol. iii. Probably 
he was struck with the resemblance of its plan to that of the 
old Orphic Hymns, which similarly accumulate epithet upon 
epithet and title upon title. 

1"Yuvouc yap ele pdvor rov éml waar Néyoper Oedy cai roy 
povoyevi atrot Oedy Adyor* cal ipvotpty ye Oeov cal ror 
povoyeri avrov. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vin. p. 422. 

Nothing more completely shews the true character and pur- 
port of these hymns to Christ as God, than the circumstance : 
that Paul of Samosata, who denied the divinity of our Lord, 
caused them, on the idle and readily confuted plea of novelty, 
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to be removed from the churches under his controul. Wadpovc 
d€ roug pey ele rov Kipwv iypuey "Incoty Xproray rateac, we on 
vewrépove xal vewrtpwy dvdpwy ovyypaupara. Epist. Patr. 
Antioch. apud Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. vii. c. 80. Very pos- 
sibly, the hymns discarded by Paul on the plea of novelty, 
might be new in one sense, though old in another. They might 
have been recent compositions themselves, though as every 
individual well knew, constructed on the same plan, and teach- 
ing the same doctrine, as the more ancient hymns. Had they 
contained any doctrinal tnnovation, a reference to the older 
hymns would have immediately detected it. 








CHAPTER IV. 


RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY, AFFORDED, TO THE FACT 
OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF 
CHRIST'S ESSENTIAL DIVINITY, BY THE ADORATION 
WHICH HE INVARIABLY RECEIVED FROM THE EARLY 
CHRISTIANS. 





Tue notion of Essential Divinity, and the notion of 
Divine Worship, are reciprocal and correlative. 

If the early Christians believed Christ to be very 
God, they would adore him with divine worship : 
and, if they adored him with divine worship, they 
must have believed him to be very God. 

Such divine worship, on the supposition of its 
having been paid, would, I think, be irreconcileable 
with any modification of the Arian system, save at 
the expence of making the early Christians gross 
and direct idolaters. 

However, on that System, we may elevate 
Christ, as a being far superior to the whole angelic 
host, and as the operative agent through whom 
God created the world: yet, if, after all our 
grandiloquence, he himself were strictly a mere 

VOL. I. | F 
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creature, he would, in that case, be still to God 
immeasureably inferior, while to man he would 
only be measureably superior. For his relation 
to God would be that of finite to infinite: while 
his relation to man could only be that of finite 
to finite. 

Now the payment of strict and proper divine 
worship to any creature whatsoever, highly as that 
creature may be exalted in nature and in office 
above all other creatures, is doubtless an act of 
idolatry. 

Nor can the unintelligible distinction of the 
Arian School, that Zhe Son 1s a creature though 
not as the creature’, afford any legitimate escape 
from the express determination of God himself : 
I am Jehovah ; that ts my name, and my glory will 
I not give to another *. 

If, therefore, the early believers adored Christ 
under any other aspect than that of very and 
eternal and uncreated God, we shall, on scriptural 
principles at least, be compelled to admit: that, 
what has hitherto been always deemed the purest 
age of the Church, was, in effect, polluted with 
rank «idolatry. 

On this point, the reasoning of Dr. Priestley is 
altogether unexceptionable. - 

Christ, he asserts, wag NEVER, with the early 


* Kriopa, add’ oby de 70 xriopa. 
* Isaiah xlii. 8. 
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Christians, an object of prayer. THEREFoRE, he 
argues, the early Christians could not have be- 
_ lieved Christ to be God '. 


" I subjoin Dr. Priestley’s own statement of his argument, 
hoping, that the cautious inquirer will carefully bear in memory 
the alleged pact upon which it is avowedly founded. 

Supposing the second person in the Trinity to be our inde- 
pendent maker and governor and final judge, the propriety of 
praying to him ts so obvious, that no consideration whatever 
could have prevented the practice, tf such had been the real belief 
of the Christian World from the beginning. That Christians 
did not do so at first, but prayed habitually to the Father onty, 
18, therefore, with me, almost a demonstration, that they did not 
consider Christ in that light. Whatever they might think of him, 
they did not regard him as a proper object of worship, and con- 
sequently not as possessed of the attributes which are proper to 
constitute him one, and therefore wot as truly God. The per- 
suasion, that he was truty God and that God on whom we tm- 
mediately depend, would UNAVOIDABLY have drawn after tt ee 
habitual practice of praying to him.— 

This argument [ recommend to the serious consideration of all 
Trinitarians: as tt ts mith me a sufficient proof, that originally 
Christ was not considered as a proper object of worship by 
Christians ; and, consequently, NEITHER as God, NoR as the 
maker and governor of the world under God. Hist. of Early 
Opin. Introd. sect. iii. Works vol. vi. p. 30, 31. 

I quite agree with Dr. Priestley, in recommending, to the 
serious attention of all Trinitarians, the preceding argument 
and the asserted: Fact upon which it reposes: and I would yet 
further extend the recommendation to all Antitrinitarians. 

What Dr. Priestley means, by starting, in the form of a sup- 
position, the dogma, that The second person in the Trinity is 
our INDEPENDENT maker and governor and final judge: I pre- 
tend not to determine. If he would thus intimate, that 7'riniz- 


F 2 
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Such is the argument of Dr. Priestley. But, by 
the very nature of its construction, he thence 
plainly and inevitably allows: that the early 
Christians must have believed Christ to be God, 
IF, with them, Christ had been an object of 
prayer. 

_In the present argument, the soundness of Dr. 
Priestley’s conclusion will readily be admitted. 
But, whether the premises, whence he deduces his 
conclusion, be equally incontrovertible, is purely a 
question of racT: a question, therefore, which, 
like any other similar historical question, must be 
determined by competent evidence. 

Dr. Priestley, we see, professedly deduces his 
conclusion from the alleged racr: that The early 
Christians, Nor regarding Christ as a proper ob- 
ject of worship, NEVER invoked him with divine ador- 
ation. | 

Hence, even by himself, the whole matter is 
brought to a mere question of Fact: and hence, 
with his own free consent, I have simply to inquire, 
Whether Dr. Priestley’s allegation is contradicted 
or supported by historical testimony ; in other words, 
I have simply to inquire, Whether the early Christ- 
zans did or did not worship Christ. 

I, About the year 310, or almost immediately 


tartans hold the Son's absolute 1nDEPENDENCE upon the Paternal 
Fountain of Deity (as the ancients speak): he shews himself 
lamentably ignorant of the very question which he professes 
to discuss. Trinitarians fully assent to John v. 19. 








CHAP.IV. ] OF TRINITARIANISM, 69 


before the session of the first Nicene Council, 
flourished the eloquent Lactantius. 

I now, says he, come to the passion of Christ. 
This is wont to be opprobriously objected to us, on 
the ground : that WE WORSHIP ONE, WHO WAS A MAN 
HIMSELF, AND WHO BY MEN WAS IGNOMINIOUSLY 
PUNISHED AND TORTURED.— He, however, the supreme 
and singular God, cannot be worshipped, except 
through his Son. The man who thinks that he 
worships the Father alone, inasmuch as he does not 
worship the Son, thence neither worships the Father. 
But THE MAN, WHO RECEIVES THE SON AND WHO BEARS 
HIS NAME: THAT MAN, TOGETHER WITH THE SON, 
WORSHIPS THE FATHER ALSO ’. 

II. Arnobius was somewhat earlier than Lac- 
tantius: and we may state him as living about the 
year 303. 

Since Christ, says he, ts God in reality and with- 
out the slightest ambiguity of doubt : do you imagine 
we shall ever deny, that HE IS WORSHIPPED BY US IN 
THE HIGHEST POSSIBLE DEGREE? Some one, maddened 
and enraged, will say: What then, is that Christ, 


1 Venio nunc ad ipsam passionem: que velut opprobrium 
nobis objectari solet, quod et hominem, et ab hominibus insigni 
supplicio affectum et excruciatum, colamus.—Non potest igitur 
ille summus ac singularis Deus, nisi per Filium, coli. Qui solum 
Patrem se colere putat ; sicut Filium non colit, ita ne Patrem 
quidem. Qui autem Filium suscipit, et nomen ejus gerit: is 
vero, cum Filio, simul et Patrem colit. Lactant. Instit. lib. iv. 
§ 16, 29. p. 400, 447. Lugd. Batav. 1660. 
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God? Yes, we answer: he is God, and God of the 
very inner potency '. 

The language of Arnobtus, running as it does in 
the plural form, clearly imports: that the whole 
collective body of Christians in his time, on the 
specific ground of their holding Christ to be strictly 
and essentially God, worshipped him with the 
highest divine adoration. 

III. Accordingly, that such was the universal 
faith and practice of the entire Church Catholic 
of this period, may be yet further learned from a 
circumstance which occurred during the fury of 
the persecution carried on by Diocletian. 

In Phrygia, says the historian Eusebius, an en- 
tire city of Christians, together with tts inhabitants, 
was surrounded by the soldiers. For the destruction 
of these devoted men, the agency of fire was employed: 
and, with ther wives and children, they pereshed in 
the flames, LOUDLY CALLING UPON CHRIST THE GOD 
OVER ALL *. | 


* Cum vero Deus sit re certa et sine ullius rei dubitationis 
ambiguo, inficiaturos arbitramini nos esse, quam maxime illum 
a nobis coli et preesidem nostri corporis nuncupari? Lrgone, 
inquiet aliquis, furens, iratus, et percitus, Deus ille est Christus ? 
Deus, respondebimus, et interiorum potentiarum Deus. Arnob. 
adv. gent. lib. 1. p. 24. 

*"Hon your 6Anv Xpsoriaviv xodiyyny adrarvdpoy aygi riv 
Spuvyiay év Kixdp mwepiPaddvrec éadira, rip re ipaparrec, 
karégdslay abrove, dua vyrlog cal yuvadkl, roy exit wavrey 
Gedy Xptoroy éEmowpévovc. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. viii. c. 11. 

Some 
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IV. In the year 260, flourished Dionysius of 
Alexandria. During his time, Paul of Samosata 
asserted Christ to be a mere man, and thence 
consistently denied that he was to be worshipped 
with divine adoration. Respecting this his opinion, 
Dionysius addressed to him a letter: in which he 
charged him with notoriously running counter to 
the invariable judgment and constant practice of 
the entire Church Catholic. 

How say you: that Christ ts merely an eminent 
man, and that he is not THE TRUE GOD WHO IS TO BE 


Some have conjectured, that, in this passage, the conjunction 
kat ought to be inserted between Gedy and Xprordy: others, 
that the word Xprordy is an interpolation. 

Each conjecture is built on the principle, that the words of 
the invocation are those not of the Phrygian martyrs but of the 
historian himself, and that such phraseology accords not with 
the ordinary phraseology of Eusebius. 

I cannot but deem such criticism not a little arbitrary. 
Without a shadow of proof, it is first assumed, that the words 
of the invocation are the words of Eusebius, and that they are 
not (as they naturally purport to be) the honestly recorded 
words of the martyrs themselves : and, upon this perfectly gra- 
tultous assumption, it is next asserted, without a shadow of evi- 
dence, that the passage has been corrupted. Truly, we shall 
make quick work with an ancient author, if such liberties be 
warrantable. 

With respect to Eusebius himself, the subject of this criticism, 
he employs a nearly similar expression in describing the conduct 
of Porphyrius at his martyrdom. He says of him, that he suf- 
fered, rdv Yioy rov Ocov "Inaovy BonOor ixtBowpevog. Euseb. 
de Martyr. Palast. c. xi. p. 277. Paris. 1678. 

10 
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WORSHIPPED ABOVE THE WHOLE CREATION CONJOINTLY 
WITH THE FATHER AND THE HOLY GHOST; him I 
mean, who became incarnate from Mary the holy 
virgin and mother of God ?—For, on our account, 
he submitted to be born of woman. Whence also, 
for our sake, having emptied himself, he submitted to 
suffering : and, though he humbled himself to death 
even the death of the cross, yet with God he is 
equal’. 

We may remark : that the worship of Christ is 
here fixed upon its only legitimate basis, tke cr- 
cumstance of his essential divinity. 

V. Contemporaneously with Dionysius flourished 
the Latin Father Novatian : for he lived about the 
year 254. 

This writer argues, that Christ cannot but be 
God: and he rests his argument upon the fact of 
Christ's omnipresence, as involved in the then 
familiar circumstance of his universally receiving 
religious invocation. 7 

If Christ were only a man: how, WHEN INVO- 
CATED, is he every where present ? For omnipresence 


lac ov A€yecc, GvOpweror wxareEalperay roy Xprorév, cal ov 
coy dvra aAnOivoy, Kal wpookvvotpevey wapa waonc Kricews 
ovy Tarp xal ‘Ayig Ivetpart, roy oapxwOévra ex riic dylac 
wap0évov kai Oeordcov Mapiag;—At jyac yap xaredé~aroe ye- 
véoBat éx yuvandc’ S0er cal ro xabog itp iypov xaredélaro, 
xeywoac éaurdy’ xal, rarevwoac we Oayvarov, Bavdrov sé 
cravpov, loa Geod wxdpxet. Dionys. Alex. Epist. adv. Paul. 
Samosat. Oper. p. 210, 211. Rom. 1796. 
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ss the nature, not of man, but of God. IF curist 
WERE ONLY A MAN: WHY, IN OUR PRAYERS, 18 A MAN 
INVOCATED AS OUR MEDIATOR? Since, to afford us 
salvation, the invocation of a mere man may well be 
deemed inefficacious '. 

VI. To the same age belonged Cypnan: for 
we may place him about the year 250. His testi- 
mony to the racr of Christ being universally 
invocated perfectly agrees with that of the wit- 
nesses already adduced. 

God the Father commanded: that Wis OWN SON 
SHOULD BE ADORED. The Apostle Paul, therefore, 
mindful of the divine precept, determines and says : 
God hath highly exalted him: and hath given him 
a name which is above every name ; that at the name 
of Jesus every knee should bow, of things in heaven, 
and of things in earth, and of things under the earth. 
In the Apocalypse, also, the angel resists John when 
wishing to adore him, and says: See thou do tt not ; 
for I am thy fellow-servant and of thy brethren: 
ADORE THE LORD JESUS ’. 


1 Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo adest ubique in- 
vocatus ; cum hee hominis natura non sit, sed Dei, ut adesse 
omni loco possit ? Si homo tantummodo Christus, cur homo in 
orationibus mediator invocatur; cum invocatio hominis ad pree- 
standam salutem inefficax judicetur ? Novat. de Trin. in Oper. 
Tertull. p. 610. . 

* Pater Deus preecepit Filium suum adorari: et Apostolus 
Paulus, divini preecepti memor, ponit et dicit: Deus exaltavit 
eum, et donavit sli nomen quod est super omne nomen; ut in 
nomine Jesu omne genu flectatur, coelestium, terrestrium, et infer- 
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The brethren who are in chains, and the presbyters, 
and the whole Church which with the greatest anxiety 
watches for ALL WHO INVOCATE THE NAME OF THE 
LORD, salute you'. 

If Christ laboured and watched and prayed for us 
and for our sins: how much more ought we to be 


urgent in our supplications. How MUCH MORE. 


OUGHT WE FIRST TO PRAY AND TO BESEECH THE LORD 
HIMSELF, and then through him to satisfy God the 
Father. We have an advocate and a deprecator for 
our sins, even Jesus Christ our Lord and our God’. 
By how much the greater anxiety we felt for those 
confessors, who through craft were circumvented, and 


norum : et, in Apocalypsi, angelus Johanni volenti adorare se 
resistit et dicit: Vide ne feceris, quia conservus tuus sum et fra- 
trum tuorum ; Jesum Dominum adora. Cyprian. de bon. patient. 
Oper. vol. i. p. 220. Oxon. 1682. 

Cyprian seems to have read rg xvply mpooxiyncor, and by 
tg xuply to have understood Christ. This peculiar mode of 
quotation, however, I am no way concerned with : for my object 
is simply to bring evidence to the fact, that the early Christians 
of the three first centuries habitually worshipped Christ as God. 

? Salutant vos fratres qui sunt in vinculis, et presbyteri, et 
tota Ecclesia, quee et ipsa cum summa sollicitudine excubat pro 
omnibus qui invocant nomen Domini. Cyprian. Epist. viii. Oper. 
vol. ii. p. 18. 

* Quod si pro nobis ac pro delictis nostris ille et laborabat 
et vigilabat et precabatur, quanto nos magis insistere precibus 
et orare, et primo ipsum Dominum rogare, tum deinde per 
ipsum Deo Patri satisfacere debemus, Habemus advocatum 
et deprecatorem pro peccatis nostris Jesum Christum Dominum 
et Deum nostrum. Cyprian. Epist. xi. Oper. vol. ii. p. 25. 
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who were well nigh deceived and alienated from the 

Church: with so much the greater joy were we 

affected, and with so much the more devotion DID WE 

OFFER UP THANKSGIVINGS TO THE OMNIPOTENT GOD 

_ AND TO CHRIST OUR LORD, when, perceiving their 

. error, they freely returned to the Church whence they 

had departed. These matters, therefore, dearest 

brother, we transmitted to thee in writing: that, 

without any delay, as if present tn that Convocation 

of the Clergy and in that Assembly of the People, 

THOU WOULDEST OFFER UP THANKSGIVINGS TO THE 

OMNIPOTENT GOD AND TO CHRIST OUR LORD ’. 

We profess, dearest brother : that WE BOTH HAVE 

OFFERED UP AND DO OFFER UP, WITHOUT CEASING, 

THE GREATEST THANKSGIVINGS TO GOD THE FATHER 

ALMIGHTY AND TO HIS CHRIST OUR LORD AND GOD AND 
saviour, that the Church ts thus divinely protected *. 


* Quantam sollicitadinem et anxietatem sustinuimus de iis 
confessoribus, qui, dolo et malitia hominis callidi et veteratoris, 
fuerant circumventi, et pene decepti, et ab Ecclesia alienati ; 
tanta leetitia adfecti sumus, et Deo Omnipotenti et Christo Do- 
mino nostro gratias egimus, cum ii, cognito suo errore, et intel~ 
lecta hominis maligni velut serpentis astutia venenata, ad 
Ecclesiam, unde exierant, sicut ipsi ex suo corde profitentur, 
simplici voluntate venerunt.—Heec igitur, frater carissime, 
eadem hora, eodem momento, ad te scripta 'transmisimus ;— 
ut, nulla procrastinatione habita, velut preesens in isto Clero et 
in isto Populi coetu, Deo Omnipotenti et Christo Domino nostro 
gratias ageres. Cyprian. Epist. xlix. Oper. vol. ii. p. 92, 93. 

* Et egisse nos et agere, frater carissime, maximas gratias, 
sine cessatione, profitemur, Deo Patri Omnipotenti et Christo 
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VIT. Let us next hear 
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WE WORSHIP ONE GOD, 
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worship, a person who 
as if he had previously 
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no person among Us 
imagine: that the sub 
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We must pray to the alone God who 1s over all: 
and WE MUST PRAY TO THE ONLY-BEGOTTEN, EVEN TO 
HIM WHO WAS BORN BEFORE THE WHOLE CREATION, 
THE WORD OF GOD '. 

VIII. Exactly the same testimony is borne by 
Tertullian, who lived about the year 200, 

The kingdom and the name of Christ are every 
where extended. Every where he 1s believed on. 
By ALL THE ABOVE SPECIFIED NATIONS HE IS WOR- 
SHIPPED. Every where he reigns. EVERY WHERE 


Oeparevoper.—Kal ob rov Evayxdc ye pavévra, we xpérepoy ob 
évra, bwepOpnoxevoper® abrg yap reOdueOa ry elxdyri, ply 
"ABpuap yevéoOar, Ey elucr cai A€yorri, "Evyd eipe } AAGOaa' 
kal oby obrw rig huey gorw dvdpdrodoy, dc oiecOar bre h rife 
ddnOelac obsia xpd ray xpévwy rij¢ rou Xprorod éxipaveiag obk 
Hy. Opnoxevouey oy roy Iarépa rij¢ dAnGelac, xa roy Yior 
riv adfOeaay, Svra dvo ry troordce xpaypara, ey dé ry dpuovolg 
kal ry cupgwrig kal rg ravrérnre rob BovAfparocg’ &¢ ror Ewpa- 
kéra roy Yidv (Syra dravyacpa rij¢ ddénc, cal yapaxrijpa rijc 
vrooracewe Tov Oeod) éwpaxévac év abr@, Syre eixdmt rod Ocoi, 
roy Oedy.—Tov Eva Oedr, xal rov Eva Yidy abrov cal Adyoy 
kal Eixéva, raic cara ro duvaroy fypiv ixeaiate Kat adkisocat cé- 
Bopev, xpooayorrec rp Og rev Srwv rac evyac Ota Tov povo- 

- yevovg avrov’ g xp&rovy xpoogepoper abrac, dlwivrec abroy, 
iAaopoy Svra réy dpaprisy hwy, xpooayayeiy, we adpytepéa, 
kai ebyac cal rac Ovolac cal rac évredviece tyusy Tp ext waco 
Oey. Orig. cont. Cels. lib, viii. p. 386. 

1 Mévy yap xpoceucréoy rp éxt waior Oeg* Kal xpocevcréoy 
YE TP povoyevel kal xpwrordky xaone xricewc, Adyy Oeov. Orig. 
cont. Cels. lib. viii. p. 395. I have already cited another 
passage to the same effect from Ibid. p- 422. See above, 
book i. chap. 3. §1y. 3 
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HE IS ADORED. Among all he is equally distributed. 
With him, a king has no especial favour: to him, an 
imperious barbarian ts no matter of exultation. In 
his eyes, personal dignity and high nobility of birth 
possess no peculiar merit. To all, he is equal: to 
all, he is their King: to all, he 1s their Judge: to all, 
he ts theer God and their Lord’. 

Finally, with respect to the expression An Eternal 
Throne, such an expression agrees better with Christ 
the Son of God, than with Solomon a temporal king 
who reigned only over Israel. For, aT THIS DAY, 
NATIONS, WHICH ONCE KNEW HIM NOT, INVOCATE 
CHRIST: and, at this day, tribes flee for refuge to 
Christ, of whom formerly they were ignorant °. 

IX. We now come to the evidence of Clement 
of Alexandria, who flourished about the year 194, 


Christi autem regnum et nomen ubique porrigitur. Ubique 
creditur : ab omnibus gentibus supra enumeratis colitur : ubique 
regnat: ubique adoratur: omnibus ubique tribuitur aequaliter : 
non regis apud illum major gratia: non barbari alicujus imper- 
iosi letitia: non dignitatum aut natalium cujusquam discreta 
merita: omnibus, zxqualis; omnibus, rex; omnibus, judex ; 
omnibus, Deus et Dominus est. Tertull. adv. Jud. Oper. 
p- 126. See also Tertull. Apol. adv. Gent. Oper. p. 848. 

? Denique et Thronus in evum magis Christo Dei Filio com- 
petit, quam Salamoni temporali scilicet regi qui soli Israel 
regnavit, Christum enim hodie invocant nationes, que eum 
non sciebant: et populi hodie ad Christum confugiunt, quem 
retro ignorabant. Tertull. adv. Jud. Oper. p. 142. Nearly 
the same passage occurs also in Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib. iti. 
§ 14, Oper. p. 210, 211. 
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O thou, the instructor, be propitious to thy chil- 
dren: FATHER, CHARIOTEER OF ISRAEL, SON AND 
FATHER, BOTH ONE, 0 LORD! Grant unto us, who 
follow thy commandments, to accomplish the likeness 
of thy image, and to apprehend, according to our 
strength, the good God and the clement Judge: and 
grant universally, that, when, in tranquil agreement 
with the Holy Spirit, we shall wavelessly have sailed 
over the flood of sin, we, living in thy peace, may be 
translated to thy city. BY NIGHT, BY DAY, EVEN TO 
THE PERFECT DAY, LET US OFFER PRAISE AND THANKS- 
GIVING, TO THE INEFFABLE WISDOM, TO THE ALONE 
FATHER AND SON, TO THE SON AND THE FATHER, TO 
THE SON THE INSTRUCTOR AND TEACHER, AND TOGE- 
THER ALSO WITH THEM TO THE HOLY GHost. Al 
things are to the One: in whom are all things: on 
account of whom, all things are one: on account of 
whom, is eternity : whose members we all are: whose 
are the glory, the worlds. To the Good are all 
things: to the Excellent are all things : to tRe Wise 
are all things: to the Just are all things. To 
whom be glory, both now and for ever. Amen’. 


' “Onep prey Novror ext rovavry raynyvpe rot Adyov, rg Adyp 
xpoceviwpsba. 

"IAGM roic coic, radaywyé, racdlorc, Harep, ivioye "Iopana, 
Yié xad Tarép, ty Gugw, Kipee. Adc dé fpiv, roic coic éxope- 
vote rapayytApacn, ro dpolwua xAnpwoa rij¢ eixdvoc, aloba- 
veoOal re, kara xpdroc, dya0ov rov Ocov xptrod re sr) wixpod' 
kal wapacye dxavra airdc, ev eipqyy Ty om wodtrevopévouc, Ev 


TH ON perarcOepévove wodet, akupdvruc ric dpapriac roy Kdv- 


ba | 


ee men TT =. ee 
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X. From the testimony of Clement, let us as- 
cend to that of Melito of Sardis, who flourished 
about the year 170. 

We are worshippers, not of stones which possess 
no sensation, but of the only God who its before all 
things and above all things. And WE ARE WORSHIP- 
PERS LIKEWISE OF HIS CHRIST, TRULY, BEFORE THE 
WORLDS, GOD THE WORD’. 

XI. I shall next, in the regular order of retro- 
gressive chronology, cite a competent pagan wit- 
ness to the naked Fact: that The adoration of 
Christ was the uniform practice of the early Church. 

Lucian of Samosata is commonly thought to 
have been born in the year 90 and to have died in 
the year 180. Hence, at the lowest computation, 
we may view him as flourishing about the year 
150 or about the middle of the second century. 


dwva dtardeticarrac, yadnuwyrac ayig cuppépecOar Hvedpart. 
Lople rif dvexgpacry, vixrup, pel’ iyuépay, ele ry redciay 
hpépay, evyapiorovvrac aiveiy, aivovyrag evyaptorety, re pore 
Ilarp) cai Yip, Yig cal Ilarpi, racdaywyg cal didackddryy Yig, 
ovv kal rg ‘Ayly Uvevpares xdvra rp évls év J ra adyra’ de’ 
by ra xdvra Ev* Oe Sv ro del: ov pédn mayrec’ ov dia, alwvec’ 
wayra Tg dya0y, xdyra ry Kadp, wayra 7T— aody, TP diKalp 
ra xdrra’ g } dota cal viv Kal ele rove aiwvac. ’Auhy. Clem. 
Peedag. lib. iii. c. 12. Oper. p. 266. 

1 Ode gopey AiBwy obdeplay alefyow éxdvrwy Oeparevrai, 
GAG pdvov Geod Tov mp0 wayrwy Kal éxl xdyrwy' Kal Ere row 
Xpeorov avrov, dvrwe Ocov Adyov roo alwywy, éopey Opnoxevral. 
Melit. Apol. in Chron, Pasch. ad A. D. 164, 165. apud Routh. 
Relig. Sacr. vol. i. p. 112. 
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From the plural form of this passage, we dis- 
tinctly learn: that, about the year 180 when Jus- 


Cov.—Tove ravra rpalavrac dalpovac, ob pdvor pi) dpOove elvai, 
paper, GANG kaxove Kal drooloue daipovac, of obd€ roic dperdy 
roBovo.w dvOpwrae rac mpdiec dpuolag tyovow. "EvOévde cal 
&Oeoe xexdfpeOa’ cal dpodoyovpey rwy rowvrwy vopulopévwy 
Oewy Bear evar, dd’ obyi rod dAnOecrdrov, cai wrarpog ducaw- 
evrnc Kal cwdpoournc xal ray GdAwy dperwy, dvewyslcrov Osov. 
"AAN’ ’Exciydy re, xal roy wap’ abrov Yiow éNOdvra (xal ddak- 
dvra hae ravra cal roy rey BrAwy éwoudvwy cal eopowoupe- 
vw dyalwy dyyéAwy orpardy), Iveta rs ro xpognrixoy, oe- 
Bopeba cal rpooxuvotper, Ady wal drnOelg riypwyrec, cal ravri 
Bowopévg pabeiv, wc sdedayOnper, aAgOdrac mwapadidédyrec. 
Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 43. 

I. It is a curious circumstance, that Cardinal Bellarmine and 
Dr. Priestley, whether consciously or not on the part of the 
latter, should have concurred in their translation or rather per- 
version of the leading sentence in this passage. 

Through the grammatical mechanism of making the substan- 
tive orparoy depend upon the verbs o¢/3due8a and xpooxuvavpey, 
instead of depending (which is its true construction) upon the 
participle d:daarra, they bring out the unexpected result, that 
Justin, almost at the beginning of the second century and while 
the prohibitory words of the angel to St. John (Rev. xix. 10. 
"xxii. 8, 9.) were still as it were ringing through the Church 
Catholic, attested the universal worship of the holy angels on 
the part of himself and of the whole collective body of 
Christians. 

Him, and the Son ihat came from him, says. Justin, as inter- 
preted by the Cardinal and the Historian, and the host of other 
good angels who accompany and resemble him, and the prophetic 
Spirit, we adore and venerate ; tn word and tn truth honouring 
them. : 


Il. But, while these two divines thus concur in perverting 
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tin was instructed in the peculiarities of Christi- 
anity, the Catholic Church of that period, having 


the very intelligible Greek of Justin, their respective objects, 
as will readily be supposed, are widely different. 

The Cardinal, from the alleged testimony of Justin, would 
prove; that the worship of the holy angels, conjointly with that 
of the Father and the Son and the Spirit, was the practice of 
that very early generation of the primitive Church which imme- 
diately succeeded the age of the Apostle St. John: the His- 
torian, through a process by no means equally intelligible, would 
demonstrate; that Justin and his contemporaries did not ac- 
knowledge the divinity of the Holy Ghost. 

III. With respect to the perversion before us, as Scultet and 
Bp. Bull have well remarked, its utter untenability is at once 
shewn by the circumstance of its making Justin contradict him- 
self. Scultet. Medull. Patr. in synth. doctr. Just. Mart. c. xviii. 
Bull. Defens. Fid. Nic. sect. ii. c. 4. § 8. 

In this summary manner, so far as its general merits are 
concerned, we may well be content to dismiss it: yet the reader 
may be curious to know, how, through its medium, Dr. Priestley 
contrives to demonstrate, that the divinity of the Holy Ghost 
was not acknowledged by Justin and his contemporaries. 

1. Justin Martyr, observes the Historian, never says, in ex- 
press words, that the Spirit is God in any sense: and, when he 
menitons worship as due to the Spirit, it is in the same sentence 
on which he speaks of it as due to angels. Hist. of Corrupt. 
part. 1. sect. 7. Works vol. v. p. 59. 

Then follows, in proof of this statement, the perversion, 
which is the joint property of himself and Cardinal Bellar- 
mine. 


(1.) Such is the not very clear argument of Dr. Priestley. 
He means, however, I suppose, that, since Justin, according to 
the perversion of his words, maintains the joint adoration of 
good angels and of the prophetic Spirit ; and since, confessedly, 
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received her doctrine and practice from the Ca- 
tholic Church of that yet earlier period which 


the good angels are not God : therefore neither, in the opinion 
of Justin, can the prophetic Spirit be God. 

(2.) It almost exceeds belief, that such an argument could 
ever have been constructed by a person, who had read the 
entire sentence even in its miserably perverted condition. 

If the joint adoration of the angels and the prophetic Spirit 
will prove, that Justin did not acknowledge the divinity of the 
Holy Ghost ; it will equally prove, that he did not acknowledge 
the divinity of the Father: for, even in the Historian’s own 

_ adopted perversion of the passage, Justin and his contemporaries 
appear, as the joint worshippers of the Father and the good 
angels, no less than as the joint worshippers of the good angels 
and the prophetic Spirit. | 

2. But Justin, it seems, never says, in express words, that the 
Spirtt ts God tn any sense. 

(1.) Perhaps he may not happen to have used the precise 
term God ; though, even if he had done so, we may be assured 
that Dr. Priestley would have quibbled respecting the import 
of the title, precisely as he quibbles respecting its import when 
it is confessedly applied to the Son: but, since, even in the 
present passage, Justin says, that, by himself and by the whole 
primitive Catholic Church, the Spirit was adored conjointly with 
the Son and the Father; he says, more expressly and less am- 
biguously than any use of the mere term could purport, that, 
in the very highest sense, the Spirit is God. For, unless this be 
admitted, in attesting the peculiar worship offered up by him- 
self and by the primitive Church, Justin effectively testifies ; 
that even the Church, which had heard St. John, was neverthe- 
less hopelessly idolatrous : because, in that case, he testifies ; that 
this Church adored, conjointly with the Father whom all acknow- 
ledge to be the Supreme Deity, either a creature or a non-entity. 

(2.) To 
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touched the apostolic age of St. John, was ac- 
customed, in express opposition to the polytheistic 


(2.) To the same purpose, he speaks in another place. 

We worship the Creator of this Universe :—and, having 
learned that Jesus Christ is the Son of him who ts truly God, 
and holding the Son in the second place, we honour also, in the 
third degree, the prophetic Spirtt in conjunction with the 
Word. 

Tow Snptovpyor rovde rov wavrog cefiépevor,—Yiov abrov rov 
Svrwe Oeod pabdrrec, kal év devrépg yapg Exovrec, Uvetpa re 
wpognrixoy ty tpiry rage Gre pera Adyou ripwperv, drodeltouer. 
Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 46, 47. 

According to the plain construction of this passage when 
viewed connectedly with the other passage, what can we under- 
stand by the second place and the third degree, save that, in the 
economy of the worshipped Godhead, the Son and the Spirit 
are second and third with reference to the Father. who is first ? 

For it were palpable idolatrous blasphemy to say: that any 
two creatures are honoured in the second and third degrees with 
relation to the Creator, who, specially to these two creatures, 
holds the rank of the frst degree. 

IV. It may be proper to remark: that the clause, which, for 
the sake of general perspicuity, I have inclosed within a paren- 
thesis, is in itself ambiguous. For it may be translated: either 
Who taught to us these things and the army of the other good 
angels, or Who taught these things to us and to the army of the 
other good angels. 

Scultet and Bishop Bull adopt the former of these two ren- 
derings: Dr. Grabe prefers the latter. After attentively con- 
sidering the clause, I have been led to take the version suggested 
by Dr. Grabe. 

1. These things, ratra, refer, I apprehend, to the attributes 
of God, his justice and temperance and all other virtues, as 
mentioned above : and, such attributes of the Divinity, it is the 
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which she refused to pay to the demon-gods of 
the Gentiles, Iam not at present concerned to 
inquire: my business is exclusively with FacTs re- 
corded by History. 

Now one of these recorded Facts is: that, 
Thirty years after the death of St. John, the 
Catholic Church, having been catechetically taught 
by the disciples of the Apostle and his subordinate 
contemporaries, worshipped Christ the Son in con- 
junction with the Father and the Holy Spirit. 

XIV. The strict accuracy of Justin’s record 
is fully established, not only by the teaching of 
Polycarp which has already been noticed, but 
likewise by the practice of his venerable fellow- 
disciple Ignatius who suffered martyrdom either 
in the year 107 or (as some think) in the year 
116. | 

Immediately before his death, and when he was 
on the point of being led into the amphitheatre, this 
faithful servant of the Lord, kneeling down with all 
the brethren, PRAYED TO THE SON OF GOD, for the 
prosperity of the Churches, for the cessation of 
persecution, and for the prevalence of mutual love 
among all Christians '. ) 


ef ~ - 
1 Otrw, perd yovucdoiac ravrwy rwy doedouy, wapaxadéouc 
tov Ytiov rov Qeod, iwép rwy txxdnowy, txép rijc.rov dwwypov 


Kararavcewc, trip riig tur ddeAdwy cic drAAHdovE aydrnNe, 


dxijxOn pera oxovdig cic ro dugiBéarpov. Martyr. Sanct. Ig- 
nat. § vi. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. ii. p. 160, 161. 
The avowed, and indeed only legitimate, principle of this 
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or an unadvised act. The deponents stated : that 
Christians, universally and collectwely, were ac- 
customed, on a fixed day, to sing a hymn to 
Christ as to God. Their evidence makes no ex- 
ceptions. It distinctly states the universal and 
liturgical practice of the Catholic Church, in the 
year 103, or three years after the death of St. 
John. 

Nor is this all. Some of the deponents alleged 
themselves to have apostatised from Christianity 
more than twenty years previous to their appear- 
ance before Pliny '. Such being the case, they 
attested: that the worship of Christ as God was 
established in the Church, at least as early as the 
year 83, or seventeen years anterior to the death 
of St. John. 

XVI. With the chaunting of hymns to Christ 
as to God, the primitive Church, in her regular 
congregational worship, associated the recitation 
of prayers to the same believed divine person. 

As a specimen of these united acts of adoration, 
I subjoin, in illustrative confirmation of the pre- 
ceding mass of evidence, a public prayer to Christ, 
under the character of the only-begotten Deity the 
Son of the great Father, extracted from the Cle- 
mentine Liturgy: which Liturgy, though, like 
the other primeval Liturgies, not committed to 
writing until the fifth century, must, at the very 


’ Plin, Epist. lib. x. epist. 97. 
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through thee, to thy Father, in the Holy Ghost ; for 
ever and ever. Amen’. 

XVII. Step by step, in regular succession, we 
have now, without the slightest variation in our 
evidence, arrived at the apostolic age itself: and, 
as I see not why the sacred records should be 
deemed less capable of bearing testimony to a FACT 
than any other records, I feel perfectly justified 
in summoning ¢hem also to appear as witnesses. 

1. The Apocalypse of St. John, we have reason 
to believe, was written in the reign of Domitian 
about the year 97: for, though some place its 
composition earlier, I am willing to take the lowest 


*'O roy ioxupory dhaacg, cai ravra ra oxein abrov dvapracac® 
6 doug iypiv éLovciay éxdyw Opewy Kal cKxopriwy xareiy Kal éxi 
ndoay riy dvvauty rou éxOpov’ 6 rov avOpwroxrdvoy ogi deo- 
Hwrny wapadove hpiv, we orpovBioy raidloc, Sy wavra gpirrec 
cai rpéuet, aad mpoowrov duvdpewc cov’ 6 phiac a’rov we ao- 
rpamnhy é& ovpavov ele yijv, o¥ romexp phnypart, GANG aro Tipife 
gic Griulay, de Exovotoy avrov Kaxévoiay’ ov TO BAgppa Enpaives 
aBicoove, kal  dwrecdy rhxee Opn, kal } dAtOaa péver cig ror 
aidva’ by aivei ra vam, cai ebdoyei ra Ondaovra’ dy bpvovar 
kal mpooxuvover a&yyedoe’ 6 émiPrérwy Exiriy yijv, kal wor 
abr)y rptpew* 6 aerduevoc rey opéwy, Kal kaxvifovrac 6 dret- 
Ady Bardoony cat Enpalywy abryy, cai xavra¢g rove worapove 
élepnpwy’ ov vepédat, Komoprog THY modmy’ 6 mep_xaToy Eni, 
Baddconc, we én’ Edagove’ povoyeric Oe, peyadou Marpoc Vie 
émtriunoov roicg xovnpoic mvevpagt, Kal pioa: ra Epya rH yxEt- 
p&y oov Ex rig tov dAXorplov rvevparog Evepyelac’ Gre cot ddta, 


ry), Kal céBac, cal da cov rp og TMarpi, év ‘Ayiy ‘Lvedpari, 


etc rove alwvac. "Aphy. Constit. Apost. lib. viii. c. 7. 
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Hence, if such adoration were idolatrous; and 
idolatrous it must have been, unless Christ be very 
and essential God: I see not, how the inference: 
can be avoided; that the inspired Apostle himself, 
by his own writings, encouraged and confirmed the 


povoyer® avrov Gedy Adyor’ cai ipvoupéyv ye Ody xal roy povo- 
yevii abrov. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. viii. p. 422. See above, 
book 1. chap. 3. § 1v. 

Such is the account of the liturgical apocalyptic imagery, 
rightly given by Sir Isaac Newton. 

The beasts and elders represent the primitive Christians of 
all nations: and the worship of these Christians in their 
churches is here represented under the form of worshipping God 
and the Lamb tn the temple ; God for his benefaction in creat- 
ing all things, and the Lamb for his benefaction tn redeeming 
us with his blood ; God as sitting upon the throne and living 
for ever, and the Lamb as exalted above all by the merits of 
his death. Rev. v. 11—14. This was the worship of the pri- 
mitive Christians. Observ. on the Apoc. chap. ii. p. 262, 263. 

Dr. Priestley specially recommends to the serious considera- 
tion of all Trinitarians the alleged ract, that the primitive 
Christians did not worship Christ, but that they habitually 
worshipped the Father only. 

The accuracy of such an allegation had already, we see, 
been anticipatively denied by Sir Isaac Newton: for he states, 
without any apparent dread of contradiction, that the worshep 
of the primitive Christians was the joint adoration of God and 
the Lamb. . 

Dr. Priestley, however, has contradicted him in terminis ; 
little as Sir Isaac Newton seems to have imagined the possibility 
of such a circumstance. 


Whether the asserter or the contradicter be best borne out 
by history, the prudent inquirer will judge and determine for 
himself. 
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aboriginally misled Catholic Church in Tank and 
offensive idolatry. 

2. But, in truth, the blame, if blame there de in — 
the case, must not be borne exclusively by St. John: 
it must equitably be shared with his primeval 
brethren in the ministry. 

(1.) About the year 97, St. John, we see, at the 
close of the Apocalypse; addressed a prayer to 

- Christ, that he would hasten his advent: and this 
the Apostle did, after having previously exhibited 
the whole congregated universe, as lauding and 
adoring the Son conjointly with God the Father. 

At a yet earlier period, the same practice had © 
been adopted by St. Paul: for thus, respecting it, 
writes, in the year 58, that great doctor of the 
Church to his Corinthian Proselytes, 

There was given to me a thorn in the flesh, the 
messenger of Satan, to buffet me: lest I should be 
exalted above measure. FOR THIS THING I BESOUGHT 
THE LORD THRICE, THAT IT MIGHT DEPART FROM ME. 
And he said unto me: My grace 1s sufficient for 
thee ; for my strength 1s made perfect in weakness. 
Most gladly, therefore, will I glory in my infirmities, 
that the power of Christ may rest upon me’. 

The whole context of this passage imperiously 
requires us to believe: that Christ is the person, 
to whom the Apostle addressed his supplication. 

For the person invocated declares: that his 


' 9 Corinth. xii. 7—9. 
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strength is perfected in Paul's weakness. And, in 
the very next sentence, Paul explains this decla- 
ration to mean: that the power of Christ will rest 
upon him. | 

The person, therefore, whose strength is per- 
fected in Paul’s weakness, is indisputably Christ. 

Whence, finally, Christ is the person, to whom 
the Apostle addressed his thrice repeated suppli- 
cation. 

Such being the case, since Paul, without the 
least scruple, mentions to the Corinthians the 
Fact of his having thrice prayed to Christ for 
relief from trouble ; and since, in imperishable 
writing, he has recorded the same racr for the 
instruction of the Church Catholic to the very end 
of time : we cannot wonder at the yet additional 
FACT; that those, who admitted Paul’s divine in- 
spiration, should follow Paul’s recorded example. 

(2.) Another remarkable instance of prayer, 
addressed, on the part of the same Apostle, to the 
Son conjointly with the Father, occurs in the first 
Epistle to the Thessalonians, which was written in 
the yet earlier year 52. 

Now our God and Father himself, and our LORD 
JESUS CHRIST, DIRECT OUR WAY UNTO YOU: and THE 
LORD MAKE YOU TO INCREASE AND ABOUND IN LOVE 
ONE TOWARD ANOTHER '. 

Here, to the Lord Jesus Christ, prayer is offered 


1 1 Thessal. ni. 11, 12. 





CHAP. IV. ] OF TRINITARIANISM. 107 


up, conjointly with God the Father: first, that he, 
the same Lord Jesus Christ, would direct the 
Apostle’s way to the Thessalonians ; and, secondly, 
that the Lord, evidently the Lord mentioned im- 
mediately before or still the same Lord Jesus 
Christ, would make the Thessalonians to increase 
and abound in all mutual charity. 

3. St. Paul's invocation of Christ, however, had, 
in the year 33, been anticipated by the proto- 
martyr Stephen. 

They stoned Stephen, INVOCATING AND SAYING : 
LORD JESUS, RECEIVE MY SPIRIT. And he kneeled 
down, and cried with a loud voice: LORD, LAY NOT 
THIS SIN TO THEIR CHARGE’. 

With respect to the prayer offered up by Ste- 
phen, it was plainly no other than a strict and 
proper act of adoration. 

At a time when men are most anxious about the 
success of their petitions, in the hour of death and 
on the verge of the grave, the protomartyr is said 
to have invocated the Lord Jesus: and the sub- 


1 Acts vii. 59, 60. As Stephen besought the Lord Jesus 
not to lay the sin of his murder to the charge of the Jews who 
stoned him: so, in the year 136, Justin Martyr attests, that 
Christians were accustomed to pray on behalf of the Jews, 
that they might obtain mercy from Christ. 

Kal, rpd¢ rotvroce xaow, ebydueOa trép tor, iva édenOijre 
bro rov Xprorov. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 258. 

The necessary turn of Justin’s language shews, that Christ 
was the person to whom this liturgical intercessory prayer was 
addressed. 


10 
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stance of his prayer was, partly that Christ would 
receive his spirit, and partly that he would not 
impute the sin of murder to his executioners. 

This prayer and this conduct of the dying 
Stephen are, by an inspired historian, recorded, 
for the instruction of the Church in all succeeding 
ages. 

- Now, for such a purpose, they might have been 
recorded in two several ways. 

If the act of Stephen, in praying to Christ, had 
been an act of idolatry : the circumstances, attend- 
ant upon his death, might have been vituperatively 
recorded, for the timely warning and pomomegon 
of the Church. 

Or, on the other hand, if his invocation of Christ 
were strictly in the line of his duty: the circum- 
stances of his martyrdom might have been deli- 
vered down to posterity, as altogether free from 
blame, for the simple purpose of instruction and 
encouragement. 

What, then, is the plan, which we find to have 
been adopted by the sacred historian ? 

All the facts, attendant upon the martyrdom of 
Stephen, are minutely related. But not a single 
word of censure drops from the pen of the his- 
torian, though he knew that his writings were 
destined to be imperishable. 

The argument, which, from the death of St. 
John down to the session of the first Nicene 
Council, the early believers could not but have 
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4, The naked ract, that Stephen and Paul and 
John all invocated or addressed prayers to Christ, — 
is indisputable ; and the naked Fact that John ex- 
hibited the whole creation as offering up pratse and 
thanksgiving to the Son conjotntly with the Father, 
is equally indisputable : because the racts them- 
selvess however we may be pleased to understand 
them, are distinctly and specifically recorded, 

Hence, if these leaders of the Church both in- 
vocated Christ and inculcated the invocation of 
Christ, we may be morally certain: that their im- 
mediate contemporaries, like their successors 
throughout the second and third centuries, would 
do the same. 

That such, accordingly, was the Fact, the writ- 
ings of the New Testament bear witness most un- 
equivocally. 

A general descriptive appellation will never be 
conferred upon any collective body of men, or at 
least no collective body of men will freely assume 
such an appellation, unless real and familiar cir- 
cumstances shall furnish an abundantly sufficient 
reason. | 

Now it can scarcely have escaped the notice 
even of the most superficial observer, that pre- 
cisely such an appellation is repeatedly bestowed 
upon the primitive Christians by the writers of the 
New Testament. 

When, in the year 35, the converted persecutor 
Saul began zealously to preach Christ: All that 
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heard him, we are told, were amazed, and said; Is 
not this he, that destroyed THEM WHICH CALLED ON 
THIS NAME 27 Jerusalem '. 

In a similar manner, when, in the same year 35, 

Christ commanded Ananias to put his hand on the 
repentant persecutor that he might receive his 
sight, the answer was: Lord, I have heard by many 
of thts man, how much evil he hath done to thy saints 
at Jerusalem ; and here he hath authority, from the 
chief priests, to bind ALL THAT CALL UPON THY 
NAME *. 
Accordingly, in the year 57, the ordinary and 
familiar description of the early believers was 
couched in terms following: ALL THAT IN EVERY 
PLACE CALL UPON THE NAME OF JESUS CHRIST OUR 
LORD *. 

(1.) It appears, then: that the general descrip- 
tive appellation of the very first Christians, an 
appellation both assumed by themselves and given 
to them by others, was; THOSE WHO CALL UPON THE 
NAME OF JESUS CHRIST, OF THOSE WHO INVOCATE THE 
NAME OF JESUS CHRIST *. 

But such an appellation could neither have been 
bestowed upon them nor assumed by them, unless 
it had fully corresponded with their confessed and 
well known universal practice. 


' Acts ix. 21. 

2 Acts ix. 13, 14. 

> 1 Corinth. i. 2. written A. D. 57. 

‘ Ol éwexadodpevor rd Svopa “Inaod Xpeorod 
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We may be sure, therefore: that, from the very 
apostolic age itself, a// the primitive believers were, 
in their ordinary prayers, accustomed to call upon 
or to invocate the Lord Jesus Christ. 

Accordingly, as an exemplification of the prac- 
tice involved in the appellation, we find Stephen, 
in the article of death, doing this precise thing. 
For, in the greek original, the very same word is 
used ; to describe, both the invocation employed 
by Stephen in particular, and the invocation em- 
ployed by all Christians in general '. 

(2.) We must observe, however, that the appel- 
lation does not merely establish a Fact: we must 
carefully note, that, in truth, it does much more. 

When the appellation proceeds from the mouth 
of Paul or of Ananias, and when it occurs in the 
midst of a speech addressed to Christ himself: it 
not only establishes a ract ; but, with those who 


hold the divine origin of the Gospel, it likewise ~ 


establishes THE THEOLOGICAL CORRECTNESS OF A 
PRACTICE. 

For, if the invocation of Christ were idolatry, 
Paul and Ananias could only have employed the 


* "Exckadovpevoy kal Aéyovra. Acts vii. 59. Luv wae roic 
Exikadoupevore TO Ovopa rou Kupiov fuer Inoov Xpiorov. 1 Cor. 
ie 

The subject of the divine adoration of Christ, as recorded 
in the New Testament, is resumed below, book ii. chap. 7, 
for the purpose of meeting the objections of the modern School 


of Humanitarianism. 
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appellation, and Christ himself could only have 
heard the appellation, to bestow, upon the unholy 
practice of plain necessity involved in it, a most 
-severe and indignant and well-merited censure. 
But we find not, that the slightest vituperation 
escaped the lips either of Christ or of his delegated 
servants. On the contrary, the mode, in which 
the appellation is heard by the former and em- 
ployed by the latter, clearly demonstrates, that, by 
an authority from which with Christians lies no 
appeal, the practice was deemed, not only Justifia- 
ble, but even the bounden duty of every sound 
believer. Yet the religious invocation of a crea- 
ture cannot but be idolatry : and idolatry, we 
know, is reprehended, in the very strongest terms, 
throughout Holy Scripture. Hence, on the prin- 
ciple so judiciously laid down by Dr. Priestley him- 
self, it will follow: that The apostolically uncen- 
sured practice of the primitive Church involves, of 
very necessity, the reception of the doctrine of Christ's 
proper divinity’. 


* See above, book i. chap. 4. in init. 

Dr. Priestley, it will be recollected, not only made the 
positive assertion, that Christians did not at first pray to 
Christ, but prayed habitually to the Father onty: he also 
employed this positive assertion of an alleged notorious histori- 
cal Fact, as the avowed basis of an argument against the 
doctrine of Christ’s divinity. 

Numerous Antitrinitarians, who implicitly build, not upon 
their own personal researches, but upon the- good faith of 
their teachers, have, I make no doubt, admitted Dr. Priest- 
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XVIII. Accordingly, as St. John, the last sur- 
vivor of the Apostolic College, bequeathed to the 
Catholic Church, at the commencement of the 
second century, the practice of worshipping the - 
Son conjointly with the Father and the prophetic 
Spirit : so, in the last-written of the four Gospels, 
did he likewise bequeath to the Catholic Church 
the only sound and intelligible rationale, on which 
the Son could be at all worshipped and invocated. 

Three years after the death of St. John, it was, 
by the lapsed, deposed before Pliny: that Chrest- 
tans, in the course of their religious worship, statedly 
recited hymns to Christ as to God. 

In exact harmony with this deposition, St. John 
teaches us: that The Word, who became incarnate 
in the man Christ Jesus, was himself God with God, 
through whom the universe was created’. Whence 
it obviously follows: that Christ, as being God tn- 
carnate, was doubtless the proper olject of that 
divine adoration, which the inspired Apostle both 
recorded and performed. 

With respect to the remarkable exordium of 
St. John’s Gospel, the primitive Church Catholic 
understood it precisely as it is still understood by 
the Catholic Church of the present day. As the 
Church worshipped ; so the Church, receiving her 
doctrine from the Apostles, interpreted. Her 


ley’s historical Fact as a matter quite undeniable, and have 
thence credulously assented to his concLusion from it. 
1 John i. 1—18. 
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practice and her exposition, originating from the 
same authority, perfectly corresponded. Justin, 
Hippolytus, Athenagoras, Theophilus of Antioch, 
Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, Origen, Cyprian, 
Novatian, and Dionysius of Alexandria, all under- | 
stood the. passage, not as Mr. Lindsey or Dr. 
Priestley or Mr. Belsham would variously, each 
according to his own mere unsupported dogmatism, 
recommend us to understand it; but as, under the 
precise aspect of a rule of truth in the Church, it 
was expounded by the venerable Irenéus: and, 
through the single intervening link of his master 
Polycarp, Irenéus received his theology direct from 
the Apostle John himself’. 


1 For the above specified authorities in full, see below, 
Append. i. numb. 1. text 12. 

As the jarring interpretations of the exordium of St. John’s 
Gospel, propounded by the mutually irreconcileable doctors of 
the modern Humanitarian School, ‘rest severally upon a 
foundation not more solid, than the mere arbitrary dogmatism 
of their respective propounders: so NoT ANY ONE of these in- 
terpretations, whether proposed by Mr. Lindsey or Dr. Priest- 
ley or Mr. Belsham, was, either known to, or received by, the 
primitive Church Catholic. In the writings of the early Ante- 
nicene Fathers, Not a VESTIGE of any one of these recent un- 
supported figments can be discovered. See Lindsey’s Sequel 
to Apol. p. 129—141. Priestley’s Hist. of Early Opin. In- 
trod. sect. v. Works, vol. vi. p. 42, 43. New Testam. in an 
Improv. Vers. by Belsham. in loc. 

Departing with a high hand from the recorded interpretation 
of the primitive Church quite up to the times of the Apostles, 
the doctors of the modern Humanitarian Schoo] cannot even 
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agree among themselves what exposition they shall substitute 
in its place. Dr. Priestley is in one story: Mr. Lindsey, in 
another: and Mr. Belsham, ina third. Let their respective 
living admirers produce, if they be able, even a shadow of 
tangible evidence, that any one of the mutually discordant 
glosses, commonly received on the strength of mere dogmatism 
by our readily acquiescent Antitrinitarians, giyes the real 
sense of the passage. Certainly, I could never yet discover 
any more cogent reason for adopting the interpretation either 
of Mr. Lindsey or Dr. Priestley or Mr. Belsham, than that 
each severally thinks his own interpretation to be the true one. 
Now this, so far as I can perceive, is mere naked unadulterated 
dogmatism. Where, that we should receive it, is the convinc- 
ing force of an interpretation, which rests solely on the un- 
supported self-persuaston of its contriver ? 

Under the aspect of collateral evidence, I take this oppor- 
tunity of stating: that the Platonist Amelius, who flourished 
in the third century, exhibits himself, as understanding the ex- 
ordium of St. John’s Gospel precisely as it is now understood 
by all who receive the doctrine of the Trinity. 

To such a sense of the passage, this unprejudiced and un- 
biassed judge was doubtless conducted, partly by the obvious- 
ness of its natural import, and partly by finding that it was thus 
universally expounded by the whole Christian Church. 

Kal ovrog &pa jv 6 Adyoc, caf’ by det dvra ra yevdpeva eyi- 
vero, wo ay Kal 6 ‘Hpdrdetrog ditwwoete, cat v1) de dy 6 Bapfapoc 
dtwi év ry riic dpyiic raéec re xal draklg xabeornxéra mpoc Ocdy 
Ivar, cal Ocdv elvac’ dt ob wav® axrGe yeyerioOar év ¢ ro 
yevopevoy Cav, kai Cwiy, kal dv mepuxeva, Kal eig ra owpara 
ninrey, Kal capka évdvodpevoy, garralecOar AvOpwroy pera cai 
Tov TnvKavra deKyue Tic Pvoewc TO peyadetory, apeAee Kal 


dvadvOévra warty droBeove0a, cal Ocoy elvar, oloc Hv xpd 


Tov cig rO o@pa Kal riy odpxa Kai ror GvOpwrov KaraxOijvat. 
Amel. apud Euseb. Prep. Evan. lib. xi. c. 17. p. 317, 318. 
Lutet. Stephan. 1544, | 
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cious defence so impertinently obtruded upon the 
world in their behalf. 

And, again, on the other hand, no Apologist 
could well have been hardy enough to introduce 
into his Apology, under the professed aspect of the 
familiar and universally admitted doctrines of the 
Church, certain notoriously mere novel tenets of 
his own devising : which, he was conscious, were 
not only not the received doctrines of his fellow- 
believers, but were even strenuously and (with the 
petty exception of his own little upstart party) 
unanimously abhorred by them. 

In the same class with the ancient Apology 
may be fitly arranged all evidence of a kindred 
description. 

Thus, when, in controversy, an early ecclesias- 
tical writer, speaking in the name of the whole 
Catholic Church, plurally declares, that we now 
hold and we have always held this or that tenet ; I 
see not how his testimony can be reasonably dis- 
allowed: both because he would not have dared 
to make’ such an assertion, had it been palpably 
false ; and because, even if he Aad dared, friends 
and foes alike would have joined in crying out 
against his impudence. 

Thus also, when a Bishop or a Community or a 
Public Assembly writes and puts forth an official 
letter : if such dqcument shall have been admitted 
and acknowledged by the Church at large, we 
must obviously view it, not as propounding some 
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novel and unauthorised private speculation, but as 
declaring, and thence as openly testifying to, a 
system of doctrine universally familiar and univer- 
sally received. 

In fact, compositions of this kind speak, as it 
were, for themselves. | | 

As we all instinctively feel, their very tone im- 
ports, on the part of the writer, a full conviction : 
that he is vindicating or declaring opinions, which 
are and always have been held by the Catholic 
Church. They exhibit nothing of the timidity of 
the mere szsulated individual: who is consciously 
advancing some new fancy, hitherto unknown, 
and therefore likely to be received with prejudice 
and distrust and suspicion. On the contrary, they 
display all that boldness, which a man invariably 
feels: when he is quite aware, that he speaks the 
sense of his brethren, and that his labours will be 
rewarded by their unequivocal approbation. 

In Works of such a description, this tone will 
always be distinctly perceived, even by the most 
careless reader : for, in truth, it is impossible, that 
he should not perceive it. 

The tone does not, indeed, demonstrate : The 
abstract truth of the DOCTRINE propounded: but it 
establishes, what at present is my exclusive con- 
cern, The historical ract that the writer speaks the 
familar sentiments of the communion to which he 
belongs. 

Such a tone, for instance, alike pervades the 
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controversial Works of Horsley and of Priestley. 
With the abstract truth of either of the THEOLOGI- 
CAL SYSTEMS which those two authors advocate, it 
has obviously no sort of connection: yet, to a 
naked HIsTORICAL FACT, it affords that species of 
internal evidence, which every reader involuntarily 
feels to be altogether irresistible. In point of 
DOCTRINE, this reader may symbolise with Horsley, 
and that reader may agree with Priestley. But, 
I suppose, there never yet was a reader, let his 
doctrinal opinions be what they may, who, from 
the very tone of the compositions in question, was 
not quite satisfied, in his own mind, as to the bare 
Fact: that Horsley spoke the familiar sentiments of 
_ the Church which he adorned, and that Priestley 

spoke the familar sentiments of the School which stilt 
venerates his memory. Each is viewed, not as a 
solitary theoriser, but as the accredited representa- 
tive of a community; not as an insulated inter- 
preter, but as the organ and champion of a party. 
In short, were a person gravely to urge, that these 
two writers advanced nothing more than their 
respective idividual speculations, and that the 
several doctrinal systems of the Anglcan Church 
and of the Humanitarian School were by no means 
exhibited in their opposing controversial produc: 
tions ; were he yet additionally to contend, that 
the Church of the stout Trinitarian Prelate was 
decidedly antitrinitarian, and that the School of 
the strenuous Antitrinitarian Divine was vehe- 
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mently trinttartan: we should be apt to pronounce 
such a whimsical theorist nothing better than a 
moon-struck vender of hopeless paradoxes. 

My present class of witnesses, then, will be 
taken, from the authors of the ancient Apologies, 
and from the conducters of the ancient contro- 
versies, and from the writers of the official Epistles 
and other public documents of the early Church: 
and, in successively adducing them, I shall still 
continue to observe that retrograde chronological 
order which I have hitherto judged it most expe- 
dient to adopt. 

I. According to such an arrangement, let us 
first hear Arnobius : who flourished about the year 
803, and who has left us a controversial Work in 
defence of Christianity against Paganism. 

If Christ were God, they object: why did he ap- 
pear in a human form ; and why was he put to death 
after the manner of a man? 

To this I reply: Could that Power, which ts in- 
visible and which has no bodily substance, introduce 
itself into the world and be present at the councils 
of men, in any other way, than by assuming some 
integument of more solid matter, which even to the 
dullest eye-sight might be capable of visibility 3— He 
assumed, therefore, the form of man, and shut up 
his power under the similitude of our race: i order 
that he might be viewed and seen; in order that he 
might utter words and teach ; in order that he might 
execute all those matters, for the sake of perform- 
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ing which he had come into the world by the com- 
mand and disposition of the highest Sovereign.— 

But they yet further object: that Christ was put 
to death after the manner of a man. 

Not, in absolute strictness af speech, Christ him- 
self; I reply: for that, which ts divine, cannot be 
liable to death; nor can that, which possesses the 
attribute of perfect unity and simplicity, fall asun- 
der by the dissolution of destruction. Who, then, 
was seen to hang upon the cross? Who was the 
person, that died? Doubtless, the human bemg, 
whom he had put on, and whom he hemself bore in 


conjunction with his own proper self’. 


1 Sed, st Deus, inquiunt, fust Christus: cur forme est in 
hominis visus ; et cur more est tnleremptus humano ? 

An aliter potuit invisibilis illa vis, et habens nullam substan- 
tiam corporalem, inferre et commodare se mundo, conciliis 
interesse mortalium, quam ut aliquod tegmen materiz solidioris 
assumeret, quod oculorum susciperet injectum, et ubi se figere 
inertissimee posset contemplationis obtutus ?—Assumpsit, igitur, 
hominis formam, et sub nostri generis similitudine potentiam 
suam clausit, ut et videri posset et conspici, verba faceret et 
doceret, atque omnes exequeretur res eas, propter quas in 
mundum venerat faciendas, Summi Regis imperio et dispo~ 
sitione servatis.— 

Sed more est hominis tnteremptus. 

Non tpse: neque enim cadere divinas in res potest mortis 
occasus : nec, interitionis dissolutione, dilabi id, quod est unum 
et simplex nec ullarum partium congregatione compactum. 
Quis est, ergo, visus in patibulo pendere: quis mortuus est ? 
Homo, quem induerat, et secum ipse portabat. Arnob. adv. 
gent. lib. i. p. 37, 38. See also lib. i. p. 41. 
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III. From the public letter of the Antiochian 
Fathers, let us pass to the Elenchus and Apology 
of Dionysius of Alexandria, as we find some 
fragments of that Work preserved by Athana- 
sius. 

Dionysius presided in the Church of Alexandria 
about the year 260. 

This Prelate had written against the speculation 
of Sabellius: who maintained, that there was only 
one person in the Godhead, and that Father and 
Son and Spirit were merely varied appellations. 
Eager to confute an opinion which confounded 
the three persons of the Trinity, Dionysius ap- 
pears to have used language, which might import 
that he divided the substance of the three persons. 
This circumstance led to a charge against him: 
and, in consequence of it, he was requested, by the 
Bishop of Rome and by others of his episcopal 
brethren, distinctly to explain his sentiments. 
With their just request Dionysius readily com- 
plied: and, since his Elenchus and Apology gave 
full satisfaction, we thence sufficiently learn, what 
was the standard doctrine of the Catholic Church 
about the middle of the third century. 

Omitting, says Athanasius, on account of the 
length of the discourse, the greater part of what 
Dionysius says, either in the way of examination, or 
in the way of argument, or in the way of confutatton, 
I shall adduce only those things which are necessary 
in regard to the accusation preferred against him. 
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Making, then, his defence, he writes, as follows, in 
the first book of his Elenchus and Apology. 

There never was a time, when God was not a 
Father. 

In what remains, also, he acknowledges the truth 
of this position. 

Christ, inasmuch as he is the Word and the 
Wisdom and the Power, always existed. For God 
did not at length beget a Son, as being originally 
ungenerative of these: but only the Son was not 
of himself; for he derives his being from out of 
the Father. 

And, after a short interval, he again speaks con- 
cerning the same person. 

Inasmuch as he is the effulgence from eternal 
light, he himself likewise is altogether eternal. 
For, since the light always exists, it is manifest, 
that the effulgence likewise must always exist: 
because the existence of light is perceived from 
the circumstance of its emitting an effulgence ; 
and light cannot exist without giving light. But 
let us again have recourse to illustrative examples. 
If there be a sun: there is splendour, there is day. 
But, if there be no such thing: then neither can 
the sun be present. Hence, if the sun were eter- 
nal: there would be day without cessation. But 
now this is not the case. Therefore, when the 
sun begins to shine, day begins: and, when the 
sun ceases to shine, day ceases. God, however, 
is light eternal, neither beginning, nor ending. 
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Consequently, his effulgence, being without com- 
mencement and being eternally. generated, is itself 
eternal, and cdexists with him eternally.— 

And, yet again, after another short interval, he 
speaks still concerning the same person. 

He, then, is the eternal Son of the eternal 
Father : inasmuch as he is light from light. For, 
since there is a Father: there isalso aSon. But, 
if there were no Son: how, and of whom, could 
the Father be a Father? Both, however, exist : 
and both exist eternally. 

Again, he adds these following observations. 

Wherefore, since God is light, Christ is the 
effulgence from him: and, since God is a spirit 
(for God, says the sacred writer, zs a spirit), the 
Son analogically may be called breath ; for, saith 
he, he is the breath of the Power of God. 

And, in his second book, he yet again remarks. 

The Son alone always céexists with the Father : 
and he is full of the self-existent : and he himself 
exists, inasmuch as he is from the Father’. 


' Ta pey oby xrelora rev abrov pnparwy, dxep H Cnrav éke- 
ralet,  avroyilopevoc ouvayet, i Eowrey édéyyxet, H rove Karet- 
pnxérag airtGrat, ravra wapele ota TO picocg rHy Adywy, pova ra 
wpoc Ty Karnyopiay dvaykaia riOnue. *Arodoyoupevog rolyuy 
mpeg Exeiva, ypage, raic dékeoe ravrare év TE mpwry TY eEm- 
ypagpopévy "EXéyxou kat ’Amodoylac, pe’ Erepa, obrwe. 

Ob yap fv, Gre Oedc ovK Hy Larhp. 


Kal rovro oldev év roig etic. 


"Aet rov Xptorov Adyov ovra xal Logiay cal Avryapw* ob yap 
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tion. Part of a controversial Work, written by 
this author against the patripassianising Sabellians, 
has been also preserved by Athanasius. 

I hear, that there are among you some teachers of 
the divine word, who run into an error diametrically 
opposite to that of Sabellius. For he blasphemously 
asserts the Son to be identical with the Father: but 
they, in a manner, set forth three Gods in three alien 
essences altogether separate from each other, thus 
dividing the sacred Unity. Now the divine Word 
must inevitably be united with the God of all things : 
and the Holy Ghost must inevitably cohere and dwell 
in the Deity. Thus ts it altogether necessary : that 
the divine Trinity should unite and coalesce in one, 
as it were in a certain head, namely the Almighty 
God of the universe.— Wherefore, it ts no ordinary 
blasphemy, but the very greatest, to say: that the 
Lord was, in any wise, created. For, if the Son 
were made: there would be a time, when he existed 
not. Whereas, he hath existed from all eternity '. 


* Tléxvopat yap elval revag ray rap’ tpiv carnxovrrwy cal 
ddackdyrwy rov Oetov Adyor, rav’rncg bonynrac Tijc dpovicews’ 
ot kara dudperpov, we Emoc elxeiv, dyrikevrac ry Laedrlov 
yroun. ‘O perv yap BAracgnpet, abrov rov Yidv elvat déEywr 
rov Ilarépa* ot d€ rpeic Oeove rpdmov riva Knpurrovaty cic rpeic 
vroordactc tévac, d\AfAwY Tayraract Kexwpiopévac, Statpourrec 
riv ‘Ayiay Movada. ‘Hyioba yap dvayxn ry Oey rov Sdwv 
rov Oetov Adyov" éudthoxwpety 6& TH Oey Kal évdiatracBa Cet 
ro “Aytov Ivetpa’ Hon xalrhvy Oelay Tprada tic Eva, domep tic 
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VI. Hippolytus, the pupil of Irenéus, who re- 
ceived his theology from St. John through the 
medium of Polycarp, flourished about the year 
220. The statements, contained in his contro- 
versial Works, may justly be referred to the pre- 
sent class of testimonies. 

Why was the temple desolated ?—Because the 
Jews put to death the Son of the Benefactor: for he 
ts coeternal with the Father’. ) 

This, then, 1s the Word, who was openly shewn 
to us. Wherefore we behold the incarnate Word: 
we apprehend the Father through him: we believe in 
the Son: we adore the Holy Ghost’. 


qui negat Deum Christum: si Spiritus Sancti; cum tres unum 
sunt, quomodo Spiritus Sanctus placatus esse ei potest, qui aut 
Patris aut Filii inimicus est ?—Denique, ubi post resurrec- 
tionem a Domino Apostoli ad gentes mittuntur; in nomine 
Patris et Filti et Spiritus Sanctt baptizare gentiles jubentur. 
Quomodo ergo quidam dicunt foris extra Ecclesiam imo et 
contra Ecclesiam, modo in nomine Jesu Christi ubicunque et 
quomodocunque gentilem baptizatum, remissionem peccatorum 
consequi posse : quando ipse Christus gentes baptizari jubeat in 
plena et adunata Trinitate? Cyprian. Epist. lxxiii. Oper. 
vol. ii, p. 200, 203, 206. 

? Tlyog xapey 6 vade HonpwOn ;—Ort roy Yidy rov Evepyérov 
éOavadrwoay' airocg yap tory 6 re Tarp cvvatéeoc. Hippol. 
Demons. adv. Jud. § vii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 4. Hamburg. 1716. 
In another part of the same Work, he styles Christ the true 
God : Oedc dv arAnOivdc. Ibid. § iv. p. 3. 

*%Apa ovréc gory 6 Adyog 6 kal éugavic dexviperoc. Obxody 
Evaapxoy Adyor Oewpovpev* Tarépa oe atrov vootpers Yig de 
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it were easy to produce testimonies sufficient to 
fill a volume, he composed, in the name of the 
suffering Church at large, a public Apology, ad- 
dressed to the reigning Emperors in their character 
of Pontifices Maximi: and to this I shall at present 
confine myself. 

The Word, We say, was produced out of God: 
and, in his prolation, was generated. From the 
unity of substance, therefore, he is called both God 
and The Son: for God is a spirit. Moreover, as, 
when a ray is projected from the solar orb, it is a 
portion from the whole ; though the sun will be in 
the ray because it is a ray of the sun, nor ts the sub- 
stance separated but extended: so ts the Word, 
Spirit from Spirit, and God from God.— What hath 
proceeded from God, ts both God and the Son of 
God: and they two are one God’. 

VIII. My next testimonies shall be extracted 
from the Ehortation to the Gentiles, written by 
Clement of Alexandria who lived about the year 
194. 

This ancient Father professed to be a scholar 
of Pantenus: who, by some of the early theolo- 


* Hunce ex Deo prolatum picmos, et prolatione generatum, 
et idcirco Filium et Deum dictum ex unitate substantiz: nam 
et Deus spiritus. Etiam, cum radius ex sole porrigitur, portio 
ex summa ; sed sol erit in radio quia solis est radius, nec sepa- 
ratur substantia sed extenditur: ita de spiritu spiritus, et de 
Deo Deus.—Quod de Deo profectum est Deus est et Dei Filius: 
et unus ambo. Tertul]. Apol. adv. gent. Oper, p. 850. 
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festion hath now shone out inus. For the préexistent 
Saviour hath appeared close at hand. He hath 
appeared, who 1s in him that ts: because the Word, 
who was with God, hath appeared as our teacher ; 
for whom all things have been created. The Word, 
who as our Creator gave us, with the act of fashion- 
ing us, life in the beginning, hath taught us also to 
live well: appearing as our instructor, in order that 
hereafter as God he might conduct us to eternal life ’. 

Believe, then, O man, in him who is both man and 
God : believe, O man, in the living God, who suffered 
and who ig adored *. 


» "AXN’, Sre per Ay 6 Adyoo dywOer, apy) Ocia rév waver hy 
re xal éarty.—Ovtrog your 6 Adyoc 6 Xptorog, kai rov elvat raat 
Hpac (fv yap évy Oeg), xalrov ev elvar. Niv dn exepavn ay- 
Opwrote abrog ovrog 6 Adyog, 6 povoc &ugw, Bede re kal &vOpw- 
moc, axdvrwy huiv airwog ayabey* wap’ ov ro ev Cov éxdidac- 
Kopevor, tic aidtoy Lwiy rapaweurdpeOa. Kara yap roy Oeoné- 
gwy éxeivoy rov Kupiou drdorodoy, "H xdpic rod Oeov } awrhpio¢ 
xaow dvOpwroe éxepavn, madevoven Hpac, iva, dpynoapevot ry 
doéBeay cal rac coopexac éxcOuplac, cwopdvwe cat dicaiwe cal 
evosBoc Cnowper év re viv aide’ rpoodexdpevor Ty paxaplay 
édxlda kai éxepaveray rijg Odéne rov peyadouv Oeov xal owrijpoc 
hpdy "Inco Xpeorov. Tord éoriro gopa ro xatvor, h éxipa- 
veta, y vuy éxhapwaca ty huiv, rov éy dpyy Ovrocg cal xpodvroc 
Adyou. '’Exepary d€ Evayyxoc 6 xpowy owrhp’ éxegdyn 6 évy Te 
dvre dy, re & Adyog, d¢ hv xpdg rov Ody, Scdaoxanog Exegayn, J 
Ta Kayra Cednptovpynra. Adyog 6 kal ro (yy év dpyy pera row 
wAaoat wrapacyiy, wc Snpuovpyoc, ro ev Cyy édidater, exipavele 
we duddaxadog, iva ro del (ny torépoy we Qedc xopnynoy. Clem. 
Alex. Protreps. Oper. p. 5, 6. 


7 Iiorevaoy, dvOpwre, dvOpwry kai Oey" riatevooy, avOpwre, 
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The Lord—zs the diwine Word, the most evidently 
true God, who ts equalled to the Lord of all things : 
because he was his Son, and the Word was in God’. 

IX. From the attestation of Clement of Alex- 
andria, we may proceed to that of Irenéus of 
Lyons, the scholar of Polycarp the disciple of 
St. John. 

This we shall find, still to the same effect, in 
the controversial Work, which, with the approba- 
tion of the Catholic Church, that eminent Prelate, 
about the year 175, published against the existing 
heresies. 

Man is a temperament of soul and body. He was 
formed according to the likeness of God: and he was 
fashioned by his hands. That ts to say: he was 
fashioned. through his Son and through his Spirit ; 
to whom also he said, Let us make man ’*. 


te waOdyri Kai mpooxvvovpivg Oeg Seve. Clem. Alex. Pro- 
treps. Oper. p. 66. 

' *O Kupioc,— 6 Oetog Adyoc, 6 gavepwrarog byrwe Oedg, 6 TH 
dconcrn trav Erwy ékiowOelc" Ere hy Yidc abrov, cai 6 Adyog ty 
éy r@ Oey. Clem. Alex. Protreps. Oper. p. 68. 

* Homo est autem temperatio anime. et carnis, qui secundum 
similitudinem Dei formatus est, et per manus ejus plasmatus 
est; hoc est per Filium et Spiritum, quibus et dixit, Factamus 
hominem. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. pref. p. 232. 

In another place, Irenéus states it to be sound doctrine, that 
the Son is the measure of the Father's immensity: a tenet, 
plainly incompatible with any scheme which denies to the Son 


complete and essential divinity. 
Et bene, qui dixit ipsum immensum Patrem in Filio mensu- 
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The angels neither made us nor fashioned us: nor 
could the angels make the image of God: nor could 
any virtue, far remote from the Father of the uni- 
verse, make it: nor could any other, save only the 
Word of God. For God wanted none of these to 
make, what he himself within himself had predeter- 
mined should be made ; as if he had not his own pro- 
per hands. Because with him are ever present, his 
Word and his Wisdom, his Son and his Spirit, 
through whom and in whom he freely and spontane- 
ously made all things: to whom likewise he spake, 
when he said ; Let us make man after our image 
and likeness '. 

Man was made and fashioned after the image and 
likeness of God who is uncreated: the Father ap- 
proving ; the Son ministering and forming ; the 
Spirit nourishing and augmenting *. 


revelat omnibus Patrem, quibus vult, et quando vult, et quem- 
admodum vult, Pater: et, propter hoc, in omnibus et per omnia, 
unus Deus Pater, et unum Verbum, et unus Filius, et unus 
Spiritus, et una fides et salus omnibus credentibus in eum. 
fren. adv. her. lib. iv. c. 14. § 6. p. 242. 

’ Non angeli fecerunt nos, nec nos plasmaverunt; nec angeli 
potuerunt imaginem facere Dei; nec alius quis, preeter Verbum 
Domini; nec virtus longé absistens a Patre universorum. Nec 
enim indigebat horum Deus ad faciendum, que ipse apud se 
preefinierat fierl ; quasi ipse suas non haberet manus. Adest 
enim ei semper, Verbum et Sapientia, Filius et Spiritus; per 
quos et in quibus omnia liberé et sponté fecit: ad quos et 
loquitur, dicens ; Factamus hominem ad imaginem et similitu- 
dinem nostram. Iren. adv. her. lib. iv. c. 87. § 2. p. 266. 

* Talis factus et plasmatus homo secundum imaginem et 


eed. gael 
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Through the hands of the Father, that ts, through 
the Son and the Spirit, man was made according to 
the likeness of God'. 

X. Contemporaneously with Irenéus, or about 
the year 174, flourished the attic Athenagoras. 

This learned individual is said to have been 
converted to Christianity by the mere perusal of 
the Scriptures. His Apology or Legation, on be- 
half of his brethren in the faith, is, by some critics, 
thought to have been addressed to the Emperors 
Marcus Aurelius Antoninus and Lucius Aurelius 
Commodus: but, by others, it is supposed to have 
been presented to the Emperors Marcus Antoninus 
and Lucius Verus. 

The testimony, which it bears to the doctrine of 
the Church at that period, is eminently valuable, 
both on account of its remarkable precision, and 
likewise on account of its containing a distinct 
assertion even in so many words that the author 
accurately propounded the doctrine which then 
was universally received among Christians. 

That we are not atheists, has sufficiently been de- 
monstrated by me: inasmuch as WE worship one un- 


similitudinem constituitur infecti Dei: Patre quidem bene sen- 
tiente; Filio veré ministrante et formante ; Spiritu vero nutri- 
ente et augente. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. c. 75. § 3. p. 310. 

1 Per manus enim Patris, id est, per Filium et Spiritum, fit 
homo secundum similitudinem Dei. Iren. adv. her. hb. v. 
c. 8. § 1. p. 322. See also lib. v. c. 23. § 5. p. 353. lib. ii. 
c. 55. § 4. p. 157. 
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produced and eternal and invisible and impassible 
Being, who by the mind and reason alone can be 
comprehended, and who through the agency of his 
own Word created and arranged and compacted the 
universe ; for WE receive also the Son of God. Nor 
let any person think wt strange and ridiculous, that 
God should have a Son. For we deem not, either 
concerning God the Father, or concerning the Son as, 
the poets mythologise, setting forth gods who are no 
better than men. But the Son of God is the Word 
of the Father in idea and in energy. For by him 
and through him were all things made, the Father 
and the Son being one: since the Son ts in the 
Father and the Father in the Son, through the unity 
and power of the Spirit. The Son of God is the 
Mind and Word of the Father’. 

Who, then, would not wonder, that WE should hear 


1 TO pév ody Eber py elvar, Eva rov dyévynroy cal didov cai 
déparoy xal-draff cal deardAnrrov cai dywpnrov, vp pdévy cat 
Adbyy carahapPBardpevoy,—ig ov yeyévynrac 1O way did rod 
avrov Adyov xa) dvaxexdopyrat Kai ovyxpareirar, Qeov dyovrec, 
ixavic poe Oédecxrac’ vootpey ydp xal Yiov rov Oeov. Kal ph 
pot yerotdy rec voplly ro Yiov elvat rg Oeg' ob ydp, we xorrat 
pvOorowitew obdey Bedriove ray dvOpwrwy dexvuvrec rove Beouc, 
# wept rov Ocov xal Llarpoc 7% wept rov Ytou mepporhxaper*® adn’ 
tary 6 Yid¢g rou Geov Adyog rov Ilarpdc, év idég Kal évepyeig’ 
xpo¢ abrov yap cai oe abrov mavra éyévero, Evog Oyrog Tow 
Tarpog xai rov Ytou° dvrog dé rov Yiov év Harpi, cat Harpoc év 


Yig, évornre cai dvvape Wvevparoc. Note cat Adyoc rov Mar- 


pec, 6 Yidg rov Oeov. Athenag. Legat. pro Christian. c. ix. 
p- 37, 388. Oxon. 1706. 
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ourselves called Atheists, when we profess our belief 
in God the Father and in God the Son and in the 
Holy Ghost, shewing both their power in unity and 
their distinction in order ' # 

To this only do we strenuously apply ourselves, 
that we may know God and the Word who is from 
him: what 1s the unity of the Son with the Father ; 
what 1s the communion of the Father with the Son; 
what is the Spirit ; what ts the unity and the distinc- 
tion of these who are such ; inasmuch as the Spirit and 
the Son and the Father are united’. 

WE say, that there is God, and the Son his Word, 
and the Holy Ghost, united in power ; namely, the 
Father, the Son, the Spirit. For the Son ts the Mind, 
the Word, the Wisdom, of the Father: and the 
Spirit ts an emanation from him, as light flows 
from fire*. 


But, tf I thus accurately set forth THE DOCTRINE 


' Tle oby obx &y dxophaa, Aéyovrag Gedy [arépa xai Yidy 
Ocdy cal Tvetpa“Aywoy, decxvivyrac abrév cal rv év ry éEvwoer 
duvapuy Kai rhy év ry rage dtalpeotv, dxovoag dOéove Kxadovpé- 
youc. Athen. Legat. c. x. p. 40. 

*"Yx6 povov 0€ mapareundpuervor rourov, Sy tows Oeov Kai roy 
map avrov Adyov eidévat, ric  rov Iatddg xpdc roy Tarépa 
évérne, Tic 4 rov Tlarpo¢ rpoc roy Yiov xowwvia, ri ro Ivevpa, 
tic }) rey rocotTwy Evworc Kal duuipeoic’ Evovpévwy, rov Lvevpa- 
roc, rov Ilatdoc, rov Ilarpdéc. Athen. Legat. c. xi. p. 46. 

> ‘Qe yap Gedy paper, cai Yiov rov Adyoyr abrodv, cal IIvedpa 
“Aywoy, Evovpeva pév xara Svvapey* roy Tlarépa, rov Yioy, ro 
Ivetpa’ Gre Note, Adyoc, Zogla, Yidg rov Marpde* cal dxdppaa, 
wo pic dd tupdc, ro Iveta. Athen. Legat. c. xxu. p. 96. 
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In the person of God, the Son came into the garden, 
and conversed with Adam. 

XIII. About the year 165, flourished Tatian. 
This mdividual was a disciple of Justin : and, after 
the death of his master, he fell into the errors of 
the Encratites. But that circumstance does not 
invalidate his testimony to a fact: for, even inde- 
pendently of the very reason of the thing, his 
Oration against the Greeks was written before the 
death of Justin. 

WE do not speak foolishly, nor do we relate mere 
tdle tales, when wE affirm that God was born in the 
form of man’. 

XIV. The conversion of Justin Martyr occurred 
prior to the year 136. Hence, though both his 
two Apologies were written subsequent to that 
year, they will exhibit the received doctrine of 
the Church Catholic during the very earliest part 
of the second century. 

Him the Father ; and his Son, who came forth from 
him ;—and the prophetic Spirit : these we worship 
and WE adore, honouring them in word and in truth, 
and, to every personwho wishes to learn, ungrudgingly 
delwering them as WE OURSELVES have been taught’. 


1 Tlapeyivero (6 Yiog) tic row wapaderooy év mpocwry Tov Ceo, 
cal wpirtec rg "Addu. Theoph. ad Autol. lib. ii. c. 22. 
? Ob yap pupaivoper, Gvdpec “EAXAnvec, ov0€ Ahpovc axay- 


yéd\Noper, Oedv év avOpwrov popon yeyorévat KarayyéNdovrec. 
Tatian. Orat. cont. Greec. § xxxv. p. 77. Worth. 
> "ANN’ "Exeivey re (scil. rov Marépa), cal roy xap’ abrov 
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Atheists, then, we are not, inasmuch as WE worship 
the Creator of this universe :—and, having learned 
that Jesus Christ is the Son of him who ts truly God, 
and holding him in the second place, we will shew, 
that, in the third degree, we honour also the pro- 
phetic Spirit tn conjunction with the Word’. 

For the Word, who is born from the unborn and 
ineffable God, WE worship and wE love next in order 
after God the Father: since also, on our account, he 
became man, in order that, being a joint partaker of 
our sufferings, he might also effect our healing’. 

XV. There were two Apologists, Quadratus and 
Aristides, of a yet earlier date than Justin: but 
their vindications of Christianity, which were ad- 
dressed to the Emperor Adrian when in the year 
125 he visited Athens for the purpose of being 
initiated into the Eleusinian Mysteries, are unfor- 
tunately lost. These productions were, however, 


Yiov é\Odrvra,—TIvevpad re ro mpodnrexoy, ceBopeba Kal xpoc-, 
Kuvouper, AOyp Kal dAnOeig ripayrec, kal rarri Bovropévp pa- 
Oeiv, we diddy Onper, apOdrvwe wapadiddvrec. Justin. Apol. i. 
Oper. p. 43. 

1” Adeot pev ovy we ovK Eopey, rov Anpuovpyoy rovde rov ray- 
Tog ocPdpevor'—xal—'Inoovv Xprorov—vioy abrov rod ovrwe 
Ocod pabdyrec Kal év devrépg ywpg Exovrec, Ivevpua re xepopyre- 
ov év rpiry rater Gre pera Adyou rypaper, drodettopev. Justin. 
Apol. i. Oper. p. 46, 47. 

? Tov yap azo ayevvfhrov Kal &pphrov Ozov Adyoy, pera rov 
Ocdyr, xpookuvovpev Kai dyarGper? eredn Kal de ido &vOpwro¢ 


’ of ~ ~ ~ ’ 
yéyovey, Orwe, kal rev xaboy riy fperepwv oupperoyoc yevope- 


voc, Kat tacty roujonrae. Justin. Apol. ii. Oper. p. 40. 
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extant, both in the time of Eusebius, and in the 
yet later time of Jerome. Hence, from the 
account which those two writers give of them, we 
may form a very clear idea of the nature of the 
doctrines which they propounded as the univer- 
sally received doctrines of the then existing Church 
Catholic. 

Eusebius styles the Work of Quadratus an Apo- 
logy on behalf of the worship of God which prevails 
among us': and he praises it as a production, 
from which we might discern clear indications, both 
of its author’s intelligence, and of hts apostolically 
right division of doctrine*. With Quadratus he 
joins his contemporary Aristides: calling him a 
faithful man ; and stating, that his Apology, like 
that of Quadratus, was a defence of the worship of 
God as conducted by Christians *. 


1 *"Arodoyiay iwép ric cad’ hyudc OcooeBelac. Euseb. Hist. 
Eccles. lib. iv. c. 3. 

9 *EE ob xarideiy éort Nappa rexphpra ric re Tov dvdpdc dta~ 
voiac xal rij¢ d&rooroXtkijc dpOoropiac. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. 
lib. iv. c. 8. The expression, dp@oropulac, plainly alludes to 
St. Paul’s dp8oropovvra rov Adyov ric &AnOelac. 2 Tim. ii. 15. 
Hence, in the judgment of one who had subscribed the Ni- 
cene Creed, and who has given us the yet older Creed into 
the profession of which he was baptised, Quadratus was a di- 
vine, who rightly divided the word of truth. See above, book i. 
chap. 2. § 1. 1. 

* Kal ’Aproreldne dé microg dydp rijc cal?’ Hyde éppopevog eb- 
ecelac, rg Kodpary xaparAnolwe inép rijc rlorews dxodoylay 
éxigwrhoac ’Adpiarg, xaradédoure. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. 


iv. c. 3. 
VOL. I. L 
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Apology of Aristides; which he notes as setting 
forth the right principles of our dogmatic theology ': 
and, in another place, he distinctly tells us, that 
the Apologies of Justin were imitations of the Apo- 
logy of Aristides *. 

From such descriptions of their writings, it is 
evident, that the system of doctrine, defended by 
Quadratus and Aristides, was the very same as 
that defended by Justin and Melito and Athen- 
agoras. It was a system, therefore, which pro- 
pounded the godhead of Christ and a triad of 
persons in the essence of the Deity: and, this 
system, Quadratus, the disciple of the Apostles, 
professed to have received from the Apostles. 

XVI. With Quadratus and Aristides, Ignatius, 
during a part of their lives, was contemporary : 
for, like Polycarp, he was a disciple of St. John 
who died in the year 100; and he suffered mar- 
tyrdom at Rome, either in the year 107, or (as 
some think) in the year 116. The genuineness of 
his seven Epistles, in their shorter form, has been 


1 Aristides Atheniensis, philosophus eloquentissimus, et sub 
pristino habitu discipulus Christi, volumen, nostri dogmatis 
rationem continens, eodem tempore quo et Quadratus, Adriano 
principi dedit, id est, Apologeticum pro Christianis: quod, 
usque hodie perseverans, apud philologos ingenii ejus judicium 
est. Hieron. Catal. Scriptor. Eccles. Oper. vol. i. p. 104. 

* Aristides philosophus, vir eloquentissimus, eidem principi 
(Adriano) Apologeticum pro Christianis obtulit, contextum 
philosophorum sententiis: quem imitatus postea Justinus, et 
ipse philosophus. Hieron. Epist. lxxxiv. Oper. vol. i. p. 259. 

L2 
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Permit me to be an imitator of the passion of my 
God’. 

I glorify Jesus Christ, the God who has thus 
endued you with wisdom *. 

Expect him who is beyond all time, the eternal, 
the invisible ; even him, who on our account became 
visible: him, who ts intangible and impassible ; who 
yet, on our account, suffered ; who yet, on our ac- 
count, endured after every manner *. 

XVII. The very short Epistle of Polycarp to 
the Philippians, which alone has survived him, is 
chiefly practical. Hence, we cannot expect there 
to find any very precise doctrinal statement. Yet, 
even in this document which appears to have been 
written almost immediately after the martyrdom of 
his friend and fellow-disciple Ignatius about the 
year 107, we may observe an incidental recognition 
of the divine nature of our Saviour. 

May the God and Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ ; and may he himself, the eternal high-priest, 
the Son of God, Jesus Christ; butld you up in faith 
and truth ;—and grant unto you a lot and portion 


' "Emrpéparé poe pusnray elvac raBovg rot Ocotd pov. Ignat. 
Epist. ad Rom. § vi. p. 29. 

* Aokale "Inooty Xpioroy roy Oedv roy otrwco tpac cogl- 
cayra. Ignat. Epist. ad Smyrn. §1. p. 33. 

* Tov txepxaipoy mpocddxa, rov dypovoy, rov &dparoy, roy 


dc’ iypac dpardy, roy anddgnrov, rov ara0y, roy Ov hyde wa- 


Onrov, roy xara mwavra rpdwoy ot uae vropeivavra. Ignat. 


Epist. ad Polyc. § iii. p. 40. 
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among his saints, and to us also along with you, and 
to all who are under heaven and who hereafter shall 
believe in our Lord Jesus Christ and in lis Father 
who raised him up from the dead’. 

This passage is indisputably a prayer, for edifi- 
cation in faith and truth, and for eternal felicity 
in heaven, addressed jointly to God the Father 
and to his Son Jesus Christ: for the Father and 
the Son are supplicated, that they would jointly 
confer these blessings, upon the Philippians, upon 
Polycarp himself, and upon all the faithful through- 
out all ages. Hence I see not how we can avoid 
the conclusion, that Polycarp, the disciple of St. 
John, must either have held the proper divinity of 
the Son, or have been apostatically guilty of gross 
and most indecent idolatry. How he taught his 
flock at Smyrna, over which he had been placed 
by the Apostles themselves about the year 83, we 
have already seen. In evident consequence of 
their primitive instructor's authoritative lessons, 
they habitually offered to Christ that divine adora- 


* Deus autem et Pater Domini nostri Jesu Christi; et ipse 
sempiternus pontifex, Dei Filius, Jesus Christus ; sedificet vos 
in fide et veritate ;— et det vobis sortem et partem inter sanctos . 
suos, et nobis vobiscum, et omnibus qui sunt sub ccelo qui 
credituri sunt in Dominum nostrum Jesum Christum et in 


ipsius Patrem qui resuscitavit eum a mortuis. Polycarp. 
Epist. ad Philipp. § xii. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. ii. p. 191. 
This part of the Epistle exists only in the ancient Latin 
Version. 
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tion, which they shrank with horror from paying 
to their martyred Bishop ’. 

XVIII. We can as little expect, from the plan 
of their composition, any very copious and precise 
statement of doctrine in either of the two Epistles 
to the Corinthians written by the venerable Cle- 
ment of Rome. Yet, though the first is altogether 
a practical dissuasive from schism and division, 
and though the second is professedly of a didactic 
and hortatory character: yet, in both of them, do 
the recognised opinions of the early Church shew 
themselves with abundantly sufficient distinctness. 

1. The first Epistle is thought, by some, to 
have been written about the year 67: by others, 
about the year 96. To my present purpose, its 
date is no way material: for I am concerned only 
with the authority of its writer. Now, on this 
point, St. Paul himself bears testimony to Clement, 
as being one of his fellow-labourers whose names 
are in the book of life *. 

Ye were all humble-minded, in no wise boastful, 
sulyect rather than subjecting, giving rather than 
recewing. Being satisfied with the supplies which 
God has furnished for your journey, and diligently 
attending to his words, you recewed them tnto your 
very breasts and bowels: and before your eyes were 
his sufferings. Thus was there given unto all, a deep 


" See above, book i. chap. 4. § xn. 2. 
> Philip. iv. 3 
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and glorious peace, and an insatiable desire of doing 
good: and, over all, there was a full effusion of the 
Holy Ghost’. 

For Christ is of the number of the humble-minded, 
not of those who exalt themselves above his flock. 
The sceptre of the majesty of God, our Lord Jesus 
Christ, came not in the pride of pomp and circum- 
stance, though he was able to have done so; but with 
humbleness of mind, as the Holy Ghost spake con- 
cerning him.— Ye see, beloved, what an example has 
been given unto us. For, tf the Lord bore himself 
thus humbly: what ought we to do, who have come 
under the yoke of his grace* ? 


? Tldvrec re éraretvopporeire, pander dhalovevduevot, brorac~ 
odpevos padrAoy i} Vrordcoorrec, parAov duddvrec 7} NapPavorrec’ 
Toicg Epodlore Tov Oeov dpxovpevot, Kal xpooéxorrec rovg Adyouc 
abrov éryedinc, Eorepviopévar Hre roic owAayyxvorc’ Kal ra raby- 
para abrov iy mpd ddBadpor tydy. Otrwe ciphyn Babeia cal 
Aurapa édédoro waat, Kal &xdpecrog wdBog tic dyaboratiay’ «at 
wAnpnc Ivedparog ‘Aylou Exyvore éxt wdyrac éyivero. Clem. 
Rom. Epist. i. ad Corinth. § ii. Patr. Apost. Cotel. vol. i. 
p- 147, 148. 

For xa0fpara, Junius would read pa@jpara, totally remodel- 
ling according to his humour the entire passage. The whole 
alteration is merely conjectural, and rests upon no authority. 
Junius, indeed, himself confesses it, when he says: Totus hic 
locus corruptus, et sic FORTE restituendus. The bold assertion 
and the projected correction are alike altogether arbitrary. 
They are supported by no evidence. 

* Taretvoppovovvrwy ydp tor 6 Xprordc, ob« éxatpopevor 


éxi ro roluvoy abrov. To oxijxrpoy rijc peyadwourne rov Ceo, 


6 Kupwog hwy "Inootg Xproréc, obx hrAOey ev xduxp dAalovelac 
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The construction of the first of these two pas- 
sages, in which fis words and his sufferings can 
only be referred to the antecedent God, exhibits 
Clement, as applying the title of God to him who 
suffered upon the cross: and, in exact corres- 
pondence with it, the second of the two passages 
declares his glorious existence, as the sceptre of 
God’s majesty, anterior to his stooping with great. 
humility to assume our nature; intimating, at the 
same time, that he might, had it so pleased him, 
have come into this our nether world under a very 
different appearance. 

In the last-cited passage, Clement obviously 
refers to the well known text in his fellow-labour- 
er’s Epistle to the Philippians’: and his language 
perfectly agrees with that of Irenéus, who, through 
the medium of Polycarp, derived his theology from 
St. John. 

On this account, our Lord, in the last times, 
recapttulating all things in himself, came to us, 
not as he might have done, but as we were able 
to behold him. For he might have come to us 
in his own proper ineffable glory: but, of his own 


obde Yrepnparlac, calrep Suvapevoc’ d\NG@ ranetvogpovay, cabic 
ro Iveta ro“Ayuy wept abrov ékadnoev.—Opare, dvdpec dya- 
anrol, tle 6 broypappoc 6 deddpevoc Hysiv’ et yap 6 Kipwe otrwe 
éraxevogpdéynce, rl rothoopey hueic ot bxd ror Cuyoy rife yaptroc 
avrov éXOdrrec; Clem. Rom. Epist. i. ad Corinth. § xvi. Patr. 
Apost. Cotel. vol. i. p. 156, 157. 

* Philip. ii. 5—11. 
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proper glory, we were not able to endure the mag- 
nitude '. 

Similar phraseology occurs in the very ancient 
Epistle, which is ascribed to the Apostle Barnabas, 
but which really seems to have been written by a 
Hebrew Christian of that name about the year 137. 

When he chose his Apostles who were about to 
preach his Gospel,—then he manifested himself to be 
the Son of God. For, unless he had come in the 
flesh, how could we men, when looking upon him, have 
been saved ? For they, who look even upon the perish- 
able sun, which is the work of hts hands, are unable 
to gaze upon tts beams. Wherefore, the Son of God 
came in the flesh, that he might sum up the full 
measure of iniquity to those who have persecuted his 
prophets to death’. 


* Propter hoc, Dominus noster, in novissimis temporibus 
recapitulans in seipso omnia, venit ad nos, non quomodo ipse 
poterat, sed quomodo illum nos videre poteramus. Ipse enim, 
in sua enarrabili gloria, ad nos venire poterat: sed nos magni- 
tudinem glorie sue portare non poteramus. Iren. adv. her. 
lib. iv. c. 74. p. 309. 

2 “Ore d€ rove tdloue cimoaréXouc, rouc péAdorrd¢g Knpvocey 
ro ebayyéduoy abrov, ékedékaro,--rére épavépwoey Eavrov Yiov 
Oeov elvac. El yap pd) FAGEw Ev capxi, ric Ay EcHOnper dvOpw- 
wot, (JAérovrec abrév; “Ore roy péddovra pi elvac fror, Epyor 
XEpey abrov vrdpyxovra, BrExovTEC, obK loyvovety cic derivac 
avrov dyrogOadpijicat. Ovxovy 6 Yidg rov Oeov é¢ rovro AOE Ev 
capki, iva ro réXewy rev duaprisy Kegpadawoy roic duwtacey ev 
Oavary rove xpophrac avrov. Barnab. Epist. Cathol. § v. Patr. 
Apost. Cotel. vol. i. p. 15, 16. 

For the ascription of this Epistle to a Hebrew Christian of 


10 
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2. The second Epistle of Clement opens with 
what is equivalent to a direct assertion of Christ’s 
godhead. 

Brethren, we ought thus to think concerning Jesus 
Christ, as concerning God, as concerning the judge 
of both the quick and the dead. And we ought not 
to think small things concerning our salvation: for, 
in thinking small things concerning him, we are 
hoping to receive only small things’. 


the Church of Jerusalem about the year 187, see below, ap- 
pend. i. numb. 2. sect. 2. § v. It is cited or referred to by 
Clement of Alexandria and Tertullian and Origen and Euse- 
bius. See Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. ii. v. Oper. p. 873, 875, 
$89, $96, 410, 571, 572, 577. Colon. 1688. Tertull. de Pudic. 
Oper. p. 766. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 49. Euseb. Hist. 
Eccles. lib, iii. c. 25. Hence, whether my particular ascription 
be right or wrong, it at least exhibits the doctrine of the Church 
anterior to the time of Clement of Alexandria. 

1 "Ade go, obrwe dei Huac ppoveiv wept "Inoot Xprorov, a¢ 
wep Geov, we rept xperov C&vrwy cal vexpwy. Kal ob dei hyde 
pixpa dpovety repi rijc owrnplac hpewr’ Ev Te yap opovely Huac 
pupa wept abrod, pupa kal édxlZopey AafBeiv. Clem. Rom. 
Epist. ii. ad Corinth. §i. p. 185. 

On the alleged authority of Eusebius, some have pronounced 
this second Epistle to be spurious. Eusebius himsel/, however, 
does not say so: he merely intimates, that it was not so well 
known as the first Epistle, and that (so far as he was acquainted ) 
the ancients did not use it. 

loréoy & we wal devrépa ric elvac Aéyerar rov KAhpevroc 
émorodh’ ob phy &8 épolwe ry mporépg cal ratrny yydpipoy 
éxcordpeda, Sre pndé rove dpxalove abry Kxexpnpévove oper. 
Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iii. c. 38. 


The 
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Clement is evidently censuring those early 


judaising heretics of the Ebionitic School, whose . 


object, in defiance of the apostolic doctrine of the 
entire Church Catholic, was to degrade the Saviour 
to the rank of a mere creature. 


The reason why the second Epistle was not so well known 
as the first, and the import of his saying that the ancients 
did not use tt so far as he was acquainted, seem to be ex- 
plained in the subsequent statement of Eusebius: that, accord- 
ing to old custom, the first Epistle was publicly read in the 
churches on the Lord's day. For the antiquity of this practice, 
he cites Dionysius of Corinth. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. 
c. 28. Now the second Epistle was not thus used by the 
ancients. Hence, of course, it was not so well known as the 
first. But I see not, how this circumstance establishes its 
spuriousness: and, therefore, I have not scrupled to cite it. 
At all events, whether it be the production of Clement or not, it 
is considerably older than the time of the first Nicene Council. 
Under this aspect, even taken at the lowest, it must certainly 
be reckoned among antenicene testimonies to the divinity of 
Christ. 





CHAPTER VI. 


RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY AFFORDED TO THE FACT 
OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF 
THE TRINITY AND THE GODHEAD OF CHRIST, BY THE 
ANCIENT CREEDS OR SYMBOLS OF THE EARLY 
CHURCH. 


Ir the received doctrine of the first Christians 
may be historically ascertained from accredited 
Apologies and Epistles, even still more positively 
may it be gathered from certain public instru- 
ments of yet another description. 

From the very beginning, the Catholic Church 
has found it convenient to arrange, in the form 
of Creeds or Symbols, those doctrines, which were 
taught to the Catechumens, and which were be- 
lieved by the whole body of the faithful in com- 
munion with her. These Creeds or Symbols, 
though not originally recited in the ordinary ec- 
clesiastical service, but only at the two great bap- 
tismal seasons of Easter and Whitsuntide, were 
yet most familiarly known and received, as indeed 
their very name imports, by the whole assembly 





158 THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK I. 


of the baptised whether Clergy or Laity’. They 
formed the basis of the consummating lectures, 
which were delivered by the Catechists to the 
more advanced .class of the Catechumens during 
the forty days which immediately preceded their 
baptism: and the same Creed, which had thus 
been employed as a text-book, was recited by the 
candidate at the font ere he was solemnly washed 
in the laver of regeneration®. Such being the 
case, as the Creed of each Church was communi- 
cated to every Catechumen, and was received by 
every Catechumen, and at the font in answer to 
the interrogation of the Bishop cr Presbyter was 
recited by every Catechumen : it, of course and by 
absolute necessity, expressed the faith of every 
baptised member of the Catholic Church. 

If, at a subsequent period, any one became dis- 
satisfied with the Symbol which he had approba- 
tively recited at his baptism, and if he thence 
adopted a different system of belief; he quitted the 
Catholic Church, and joined himself to the party 


1 About the year 500, the custom of publicly reciting the 
Creed, whenever divine service was performed, was introduced 
by Peter Gnapheus Bishop of Antioch. Kail év racy cuvatec rd 
abpBorov rAéyecOar. Theodor. Lector. Hist. Eccles. lib. ii. 
p- 566. Paris. 1673. The benefit of such a plan was soon 
perceived: and thence the plan itself was soon universally 
_ adopted. 

* Cyril. Hieros. Catech. iv. p. 24—30. Lutet. 1631. Hieron. 
ad Pammach. epist. Ixi. c. 4. Oper. vol. i. p. 180. Colon. 
Agripp. 1616. 
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of the leader whose principles he had preferred : 
or, if he attempted to remain within the pale of 
the Church, as soon as his departure from the 
common faith was known or suspected, he was 
called to account; and, if he refused to abandon 
the speculations which he had embraced, he was 
solemnly excommunicated, and by this marked 
separation from the body of the faithful was pre- 
vented as much as possible from doing further 
mischief. 

Thus, when Dionysius of Alexandria, about the 
middle of the third century, was accused of having 
taken up some unscriptural notions respecting the 
doctrine of the Trinity; he was forthwith called 
to account by a synod of his brethren, in order that 
he might have an opportunity of vindicating him- 
self in the face of the whole Church. This he did 
to their perfect satisfaction: for, the synod being 
convened at Rome, he wrote to the Bishop of that 
See ; and, in his letter, he so effectually defended 
himself against the charge of heterodoxy, that he 
was fully acquitted of the accusation which had 
been preferred against him '. 

_ Thus also, when Theodotus, at the close of the 
second century, attempted to propagate at Rome 
the doctrine, that Christ was a mere man and that 
There ts no distinction of persons in the Unity of the 
Godhead ; he was similarly called to account by 


1 See above, book i. chap. 5. § 11. 





160 | ae 


Victor the Bish 
might similarly | 
or explaining 
- could not do; 
scheme of dor 
the conseque | 
parted from | 
Catholic C’ 
visibly sep 
ful '. 

Such r 
_ the early 
prove w 
Symbol: 
shortly | 
doubte 
fantas | 
body | 
who | 
whe : 
tics | 


CMA. Vi. | OF IRINITARIANISM. 401 


These facts are often alluded to by the ancient 
ecclesiastical authors. 

We must flee, says Irenéus, from the doctrines of 
heretics : and we must take refuge from them in the 
bosom of the Church’. | 

There both are and have.been, says Justin Martyr, 
many persons; who have taught, coming in the 
name of Jesus, both to say and to do things atheis- 


terms with the early Trinitarians, that they were admitted into 
the most full and the most harmonious communion. 

I have read his statement: but, as I have also read sundry 
of the ancient ecclesiastical writers, I have read it without con- 
viction. . 

For anathemas, with which we frail mortals have but small 
concern, I entertain no great affection: yet, simply as a matter 
of fact, when we find Irenéus pronouncing that the humanitarian 
Ebionites are deprived of eternal life, it is difficult to compre- 
hend the existence of the amiable confraternity celebrated by 
Dr. Priestley. 

Qui nudé tantum hominem eum dicunt ex Joseph generatum, 
perseverantes in servitute pristinze inobedientise, moriuntur.— 
Ignorantes eum qui ex Virgine est Emanuel, privantur munere 
ejus, quod est vita eterna. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 21. § 1. 
p- 212. 

Even independently of all anathemas, the discrepance, be- 
tween those who adore Christ as very God, and those who deem 
him a mere peccable man, is plainly, in the nature of things, 
too immeasureably great to admit of any communion of social 
religious worship. But, when to this irreconcileable difference 
a plain curse is superadded, the matter becomes quite hopeless. 
Irenéus and Dr. Priestley would have been sorry company, I 
should think, in the primitive cathedral church of Lyons. 

* Tren. adv, heer. lib. v. c. 17. § 2. p. 342. 

VOL. I. M 
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tical and blasphemous: and they are severally en- 
titled from the names of the persons, who first in- 
troduced each particular doctrine and opinton.— 
With no one of these do we hold communion : inas- 
much as we know them to be atheistical and wm- 
pious '. . 

We are prophetically commanded, says Clement 
of Alexandria, to separate ourselves from the above- 
named heresies, since they are impure and athets- 
tical’®. 

The Lord, says Tertullian, knoweth those who 
are his: and the plant, which his Father hath not 
planted, he eradicates. Hence the first he sheweth 
to be last: and his fan he beareth in his hand to 
— purge lis floor. Let, then, the mere light chaff fly 
away. By its departure, the mass of corn will only 
be laid up the more pure in the Lord's granary. 
Did not some even of his own disciples, being of- 
fended, turn away from the Lord himself 2—Shall 
we, then, indignantly wonder, if some persons desert 
our Churches ?@—Being heretics, these individuals 
cannot be Christians *. 

With those who have been in the Church from the 
very beginning, says Basil, it has ever been an in- 
variably standing rule, to reject altogether the en- 
tere collective body of heretics *. 


1 Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 196. 

7 Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. iii. Oper. p. 456. 

* Tertull. de preescript. adv. her. Oper. p. 96, 109. 

‘ Basil. Epist. ad Amphil. Oper. vol. ii. p. 758. Paris. 


—e ee 











AP. VI._} OF TRINITARIJANISM. 100 


No sooner did each heresy start into existence, 
says Augustine, than tt forthwith went out from the 
_ congregation of the catholic communion '. 

The very circumstance, indeed, of this departure, 
is a proof: that, on the sound principles of his- 
torical testimony, we must, in those early times, 
seek the doctrine of the Apostles, whatever such 
doctrine might be, within the pale of the Catholic 
Church. For, in revealed religion, WHATEVER Is 
FIRST, IS TRUE: and the primitive Church Catholic 
was 8 congeries of numerous harmonising pro- 
vincial Churches; which, as Chrysostom speaks, 
recewed tts name from the Faith itself, and not from 
the name of some mere innovating individual, who 
undertook to become an heresiarch *. 

I. The Symbol, which ascriptively bears the 
name of the Apostles, is, in truth, the ancient 
symbol of the great western patriarchal Church of 
Rome. | 

In its somewhat enlarged form, we are all 
familiar with it. I shall, therefore, give it in its 
shorter primitive form, as we read it in the Ex- 
position of Ruffinus’ of Aquileia, who flourished 
during the lapse of the fourth century. 

I beheve in God the Father Almighty. 

And in Jesus Christ his only Son our Lord : who 


* August. de Baptism. cont. Donat. lib, v. c. 19. Oper. 
vol. vii. p. 57. Colon. 

* Chrysost. Homil. xxxiii. in Act. Apost. c. xv. Oper. 
vol. vill. p. 680. 


M 2 
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from the Holy Ghost was born of the Virgin Mary, 
was crucified under Pontius Pilate, and was buried; 
he descended into hell; on the third day, he rose 
again from the dead; he ascended into heaven; he 
sitteth at the right hand of the Father ; from thence 
he will come to judge the quick and the dead. 

And in the Holy Ghost; in the holy Catholke 
Church ; in the forgiveness of sins ; and in the re- 
surrection of this flesh'. 

For the primitive simplicity of this Symbol, 
Ruffinus well accounts, by a remark singularly 
honourable to the early Church of Rome. 

In that Church no heresy ever originated. 
Hence, those minute and precise definitions, which 
from the first the subtle genius of oriental aberra- 
tion made necessary, were not found requisite to se- 
cure the faith of the more simple-minded Latins ’. 


1 Credoin Deum Patrem Omnipotentem: et inJesum Christum 
unicum Filium ejus Dominum nostrum ; qui natus est de Spiritu 
Sancto ex Maria Virgine, crucifixus est sub Pontio Pilato, et 
sepultus ; descendit in inferna: tertia die resurrexit a mortuis ; 
ascendit in coelos; sedet ad dexteram Patris; inde venturus 
est judicare vivos et mortuos: et in Spiritum Sanctum ; Sanc- 
tam Ecclesiam Catholicam; remissionem peccatorum ; hujus 
carnis resurrectionem. Ruffin. Expos. Symbol. Apost. ad calc. 
Cyprian. Oper. p. 17—26. 

This Creed, in its general use, was finally brought into its 
present somewhat enlarged familiar form subsequent to the 
year 400. 

The Church of Aquileia added invisibilem et impassibilem 
after Patrem Omnipotentem. Ibid. art. 1. p. 19. 

? Ruffin. Expos. Symbol. Apost. art. i. p. 17. 
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will thence come in glory to judge both the quick and 
the dead ; of whose kingdom there shall be no end. 

And in one Holy Ghost: who, with the Father 
and the Son, is honoured in the glory of the God- 
head ; who operated in the Law and in the Prophets, 
operating indeed variously, but being himself un- 
divided '. 

Cyril styles this Creed The Holy Apostolical 
Faith delivered to us for our profession* : and, as 
while yet a Catechist he expounded it to the candi- 


1 Toreiw cic Eva Gedy Llarépa wavroxpdropa, pdvov dyévyn- 
Tov, dvapyoyv, arperroy, dvaddolwrov, oby v@’ Erépov yeyevyn- 
pévoy, Iarépa po alwvwy évdg pdvou rou povoyevoug Yiov abroi, 
rov Kuptov fpwr "Incov Xprorov, dv’ ov éxolnoe xavra rd dpara 
kal ra dépara’ xal ic rov Yidy rot Oeov, row Eva cal pdvoy, ror 
Kuptoy hypo "Inoovw Xptoroy, rov é« rov Oeov Oedy yerynOévra, 
roy Ex gwroc gig yevynOévra, rov Spowy xara navra rp yevrh- 
gavri, Tov obk év xpdvorg TO elvar Krnodpevoy, d\AQ mpd rav- 
rwy rev alwywy didiwe Kal dxaradhxrwe éx rov Harpo yeyeryn- 
pévoy, po wadyrwy ray aiwywy Oeov Adyoy, roy yerynOévra é 
dylac mapOévov cal ‘Ayiou Ilvetuaroc, GvOpwrov perv ddrnBac 
Ocdy dé ddrAnOwc, rov cravpwhévra drip roy dpapriwy ipo 
adnOadc, cai ragévra, calavacravra tk vexpov ry rpiry hpuépg, 
cal avedOdvra ele rove obpavovc, cal xaBloavra éx debtor rov 
Tlarpog, wal épxdpuevov év ddtn xpivac Cavrag cal vexpove, ov rijc 
Bacidrklag obk Eorac Trédo¢’ Kal tlc Ey “Aytoy Ivedpa, Sxep ovy 
Harp cai Yip rq rit¢ Oedrnroc ddén rerlpnra, ro Ev vdpy Kar 
mpophrac Evepyijoay, wodAG pey Evepyouv, adbro o€ pn pepel duc- 
voy. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. iv. p. 24—80. 

* Tlept pév ody rij¢ wapadoOelong tiv ele EmayyeMay dylac 
kal amooroNtkijc wlorewc, Soac éyxwpei Karnyhoec, dua THY Tov 


Kupiou ydpty eipnxapeyv év raig dtehBovoate ravrate rij¢ reocoa- 


paxoorijc ipeépacc. Cyril. Hieros, Catech. xviii. p. 224. 
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dates for baptism, and as in the administration of 
baptism it is well known that both the Eastern 
and the Western Churches retained their own 
several ancient Creeds even after the time of the 
great Nicene Council; it can only be the old 
Creed of the Church of Jerusalem. Its high an- 
tiquity is marked, indeed, by its frequent allusions 
to the peculiarities of Gnosticism, which troubled 
chiefly the Church of the first and second centuries. 

III. Another ancient Creed, apparently of the 
Alexandrian Church, has been preserved by Atha- 
nasius in his Epistle to the Africans: and to their 
own knowledge of mere facts he appeals, whether 
it does not set forth doctrines, which had always 
been universally received, and respecting which no 
Christian ever doubted. 

I believe in one God the Father Almighty, maker 
of all things both visible and invisible. 

And in one Lord Jesus Christ, his only-begotien 
Son. | 

And in one Holy Ghost. 

I believe in one God, who is known as the holy 
and perfect Trinity. 

Into which Trinity being baptised, and in this 
Godhead assenting, I believe, that I shall inherit the 
kingdom of heaven in our Lord Jesus Christ’. 


1 Ttorevw el¢ Eva Oeov Harépa wavroxparopa, rayrwy dparayv 
re kal dopdrwy womriy® cal cic Eva Kupioy "Incovy Xproroy, rov 
Yidv abrov povoyevij® xal cic Ev Tvetpa“Ayiovs Eva Oey roy év 


TH aylg cai redeig Tprade yivwoxépevov’ sic hy cal Barrildpevoc 
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the Father +s manifested who is over all and in all, 
and God the Son who 1s through all. 

There 1s a perfect Trinity, in glory and eternity 
and sovereignty neither divided nor separated '. 

Here ends the Confession of Gregory Thauma- 
turgus himself: its conclusion was subsequently 
. added by Gregory of Nyssa. 

Wherefore, in this Trinity, there is nothing either 
created or servile or adventitious ; as if it existed 
not before, but was afterward introduced. For the 
Son was never wanting to the Father: nor the Spirit, 
to the Son. But thts Trinity ts eternally the same, 
unchangeable and tnvariable '. 

V. Such was the highly venerated Creed or 


1 Ele Oedc, Harhp Adyou Javroc, Logplac dpearwonc, cal Av- 
vapewc, kal Xapaxrijpoc aidlov’ réXewe reAciov yervnrwp’ Larjp 
Yiot povoyevotc. Elc Kuptoc, pdvoc éx povov, Osdg é« Ocov 
xapaxrip Kat elxiy rij¢ Oedrnroc, Adyoc Evepyoc, Lodla ric 
trav Sd\wy ovordcewe mEptexrexy, Kai Avyapic rife SAne kricewc 
wownrecn’ Yidc adyOevde drAnOrvov Tarpdcg, addparog doparov, cal 
dgOaprocg dpOdprov, cal dOavarog dOavdrov, nai didioc didiov. 
Kal ty Ivevpa"“Aywy, éx Ocot rv twrapiiw Exorv, cal dv Yiot 
wegpnrvoc Ondad? roig dvOpwrotc, eixwy rov Yiov, redelov redela’ 
fw), Cavrwy airia® rnyi ayia, aytérnc, aytacpov yopnydc’ év 
g pavepovrat Oedg 6 Tarp 6 éxt ravrwy xal év raat, kal Oede 6 
Vide 6 dta wdvrwv. Tptag redela, ddég cai didtérnre cai Bactrelg 
pn pepeLopevn nde draddorprovpévn. Gregor. Thaum. Symbol. 
in vit. Gregor. apud Gregor. Nyssen. Oper. vol. ii. p. 978. 

1 Obre oby xriordy re ij SovAoy év ry Tpiddr, odre éxecoaxrdy 
rt, &¢ mporepoy pey ovy irapxov, baorepoy o& éretcehOdv. Odre 


ovy evehewe wore Yiog Harp, ovre Yip Tvevpas ddd’ drperrog 


kal dvaddolwrog } abry Tptac det. Ibid. p. 979. 
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Confession of Gregory Thaumaturgus: and with 
it fully agree two very ancient Latin Symbols, 
which have been preserved by Tertullian. 

The precise age of these two documents we may 
not be able to determine: but, as that writer 
flourished about the year 200; they obviously 
must have been drawn up, not later than during 
the lapse of the second century, or not later than 
during the lives of the first succession from the 
Apostles '. | 

I. One of these ancient Symbols, with Tertul- 
lian’s introductory comment, runs in manner fol- 
lowing. 

There is a Rule of Fatth, that now henceforth we 
may profess what we may defend: that Rule, to wit, 
by which tt ts thus believed. 

Without all doubt, there is one God: nor is there 
any other beside the Creator of the world; who, 
through his own Word emitted first of all things, 
produced all things out of nothing. 

That Word is called his Son. In hts name, that 
is, of God, the Word variously appeared to the 
Patriarchs : was always heard in the Prophets : was 
lastly sent, from the Spirit and Virtue of God, into 
the Virgin Mary; was made flesh in her womb ; 
was born from her a man; and was Jesus Christ. 
Henceforth, the Word preached a new law and a 
new promise of the kingdom of heaven: accom- 
plished virtues: was fixed to the cross: rose again 


1 See Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. i. Oper. p. 274, 275. 
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on the third day : was snatched up into the heavens : 
and sat at the right hand of the Father. 

This same Word further sent the vicarious energy 
of the Holy Ghost, who might guide those that 
believe: and he will finally come with brightness, to 
take the saints to the fruition of eternal life and of. 
the heavenly promises, and to judge the profane with 
perpetual fire; a resurrection of each part being 
made with the restitution of the flesh’. 

2. The other Symbol speaks exactly to the 
same purpose. 

Both always, and now yet more as being instructed 
by the Paraclete, we receive and maintain the fol- 
lowing articles of Faith. 

We believe in one God: but, nevertheless, under 
this dispensation, which we call the Economy. 


* Regula est autem fidei, ut jam hinc quid defendamus pro- 
fiteamur ; illa scilicit, qua creditur : 

Unum omnino Deum esse, nec alium preeter mundi condi- 
torem; qui universa ex nihilo produxerit per Verbum suum 
primo omniam emissum. Id Verbum Filius ‘ejus in nomine 
Dei varié visum patriarchis, in prophetis semper auditum, pos- 
tremo delatum ex Spiritu Dei et virtute in Virginem Mariam, 
carnem factum in utero ejus, et ex ea natum hominem, et esse 
Jesum Christum: exinde predicasse novam legem et novam 
promissionem regni ccelorum, virtutes fecisse, fixum cruci, 
tertia die resurrexisse : in ccelos ereptum, sedisse ad dexteram 
Patris: misisse vicariam vim Spiritus Sancti, qui credentes agat : 
venturum cum claritate, ad sumendos sanctos in vitee seterne 
et promissorum ceelestium fructum, et ad prophanos judicandos 


igni perpetuo, facta utriusque partis resuscitatione cum carnis 
restitutione. Tertull. de preescript. adv. heeret. Oper. p. 100. 


10 
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We say, that of the one God there ss also his Son, 
namely his Word: who proceeded from him ; through 
whom all things were made ; and without whom no- 
thing was made. We believe, that he was sent by 
the Father into the Virgin; and that from -her te 
was born both man and God, the son of man and the 
Son of God, named Jesus Christ. We believe, that 
he suffered, that he died and was buried according 
to the Scriptures, that he was raised again by the 
Father, that he was taken back into heaven, that he 
sitteth at the right hand of the Father, and that he 
will come again to judge both the quick and the dead. 

Who thence, according to his promise, sent forth, 
from the Father, the Holy Ghost the Paraclete, the 
sanctifier of the faith of those who believe in the 
Father and in the Son and in the Holy Ghost '. 


1 Nos vero, et semper, et nunc magis ut instructiores per 
Paracletum deductorem scilicet omnis veritatis, unicum quidem 
Deum credimus: sub tamen hac dispensatione, quam oixovoplay 
dicimus : ut unici Dei sit et Filius Sermo ipsius, qui ex ipso 
processerit, per quem omnia facta sunt, et sine quo factum est 
nihil. Hunc missum a Patre in Virginem, et ex ea natum ho- 
minem et Deum, filium hominis et Filium Dei, et cognominatum 
Jesum Christum. Hunc passum, hunc mortuum et sepultum 
secundum Scripturas, et resuscitatum a Patre, et in coelo re- 
sumptam, sedere ad dexteram Patris, venturum judicare vivos 


et mortuos. Qui exinde miserit, secundum promissionem suam, 
a Patre Spiritum, Sanctum Paracletum, sanctificatorem fidei 
eorum qui credunt in Patrem et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum. 
Tertull. adv. Prax. § 1. Oper. p. 405. 

I need scarcely to remark : that Tertullian’s adoption of the 
whimsical speculation of the descent of the Paraclete upon Mon- 
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3. It is worthy of remark: that, to these two 
Symbols respectively, Tertullian subjoins two very 


tanus, to which he alludes in the exordium of this second Sym- 
bol, affects not the doctrine set forth in the Symbol itself. 
Tertullian’s montanistical fancy did not at all interfere with his 
own abstract belief respecting the nature and economical office 
of the Holy Ghost. Here, so far as I know, he perfectly agreed 
with the Catholic Church: the standard doctrine of which is 
propounded in the Symbol. 

As for Montanus, whose enthusiastic reveries were so unac- 
countably adopted by Tertullian, he has been, I think, much 
misrepresented. 

His doctrine I have stated to be; that The Paraclete de- 
scended upon him: for, in truth, I can find no sufficient evi- 
dence, on the strength of which to charge him with the monstrous 
notion, sometimes ascribed to him; that HE HIMSELF was the 
Paraclete incarnate. 

From the writings of his proselyte Tertullian, at least, I 
gather his real doctrine to have been: that The Paraclete 
descended upon him, not in the way of personal incarnation, but 
only as the same Paraclete had already descended upon the 
Apostles in the day of Pentecost. Whence, in consequence of 
this lamentable delusion, he claimed to be the appointed instru- 
ment of putting the last finish to the Gospel by rendering it more 
completely spiritual than the less-gifted Apostles had left it. 

Such, through the specially extraordinary inspiration of the 
Spirit, was the lofty commission, with which Montanus asserted 
himself to be entrusted: and, avowedly on the strength of it, 
his followers assumed the name of xvevpar«cot or spiritual ; 
while the despised Catholics they denominated yYwvyio or 
animal, 


On the whole, I should incline to say, that Montanus was a 
wrong-headed fanatic; rather than, in the strictly legitimate 
sense of the word, that he was a doctrinal heretic. 
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important declaratory attestations ; each of which 
respects, not a mere opinion, but an absolute his- 
torical PACT. 

The following is the attestation, subjoined to the 
first Symbol. . 

‘This Rule, instituted by Christ, admits of no ques- 
tions among us: except, indeed, only those questions, 
which heresies introduce, and which in return make 
heretics’. 

The following, again, is the attestation, sub- 
joined to the second Symbol. 

This Rule or Symbol of Faith has descended to 
us from the very beginning of the Gospel, even prior 
to every heretic who can claim the highest antiquity: 
a matter, which the very circumstance, of All here- 
tics being later than it, will most abundantly demon- 
strate. In short, against all heresies, this canon may 
be safely laid down: WHATEVER IS FIRST, IS TRUE ; 
WHATEVER IS LATER, IS SPURIOUS’. 

We can with difficulty conceive, how two such 
declarations as these could have been publicly and 


1 Heeec regula, a Christo, ut probabitur, instituta, nullas 
habet apud nos queestiones ; nisi quas heereses inferunt, et que 
hereticos faciunt. Tertull. de preescript. adv. heer. Oper. 
p. 100. 

* Hance regulam ab initio Evangelii decucurrisse, etiam ante 
priores quosque heereticos,—probabit ipsa posteritas omnium 
hereticorum.—Quoper seque adversus universas heereses jam 
hinc preejudicatum sit: Id esse verum, quodcunque primum ; 
id esse adulterum, quodcunque posterius. Tertull. adv. Prax. 


§ 1. Oper. p. 405, 
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controversially hazarded by Tertullian ; declara- 
tions, it will be observed, which respect the yea 
or the nay of a mere naked Fact: unless he had 
known it to be a matter past all contradiction ; 
both that the Symbols were universally known 
and believed, by his contemporaries, to set forth 
the aboriginal faith of the Catholic Church as 
taught by Christ and his Apostles; that the 
Catholic Church of his own time received them as 
accurate statements of that faith; and that a 
dissent from them, or a rejection of them, was an 
acknowledged mark of innovating heretical pravity. 
VI. We have, however, yet earlier attestation 
to a FacT, than even that of Tertullian, though he 
was flourishing at the latter end of the second cen- 
tury : the attestation, too, of a much more venera- 
ble, and in some respects of a much more compe- 
tent, witness; the attestation, annexed to the pré- 
eminently ancient Symbol, which has been handed 
down to us by the holy Irenéus, the scholar of 
Polycarp, the disciple of St. John '. 


1 Perhaps I may be permitted here to mention : that Eu- 
sebius has preserved a summary of doctrine equivalent to a 
Symbol, which, if genuine, may indeed claim to itself the very 
highest praise both of antiquity and of authority. 

This summary purports to be the substance of the prepared 
first address of the Apostle Thaddéus to King Agbarus and the 
Edessenes : and Eusebius states ; that he himself translated it 
verbatim from the syriac original, which the Church of Edessa 
had preserved in her archives. 


Such 
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Polycarp received the crown of martyrdom in 
the year 147: and Irenéus, who in his youth was 
a diligent hearer of him, was born in the year 97, 
and wrote his Work against heresies in the year 
175. Great, therefore, and important, so far as 
the two points of chronology and personal charac- 
ter are concerned, is the value of his testimony. 

But its value is yet further increased by the 
circumstance, of his having been intimately ac- 
quainted with the Churches both of the East and 
of the West. For, as, during the earlier part of 
his life, he dwelt in, Asia under the immediate eye 
of his apostolic master Polycarp: so, during the 
latter part of it, he presided, as Bishop, in the 
Gallican Church of Lyons. , 

Thus excellently, in every respect, is he qua- 
lified to be an unimpeachable witness both to 


Such testimony sufficiently proves the remote antiquity of 
the document: but, whether it were actually the profession of 
faith made by the Apostle Thaddéus, is a somewhat different 
question. 

In general, I may observe : that it exhibits the distinct out- 
line of a Creed or rather of an Ecthesis treating of the nature 
and offices of Christ. And, in particular, | may remark: that, 
with a plain allusion to the doctrine propounded by the well 
known text in Philipp. ii. 6—8, it unequivocally sets forth the 
tenet of our Lord’s divinity. Christ, it says, submitted to 
death: and, by that extraordinary act of humility, éopuixpuveyr 
abrot riyv Qsdérnra, he diminished his own godhead, or made his 
onn godhead to be little. Euseb, Hist. Eecles. libb tc. 15. 


p. 26. 
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DOCTRINES and to FACTS: tO DOCTRINES, wh Ses . 
they agreed or disagreed with those which he had 
received from St. John through only the single © 
intervening channel of Polycarp; to racts, whether 
such doctrines were universally received in the 
Churches both of the East and of the West, and 
whether the members of those Churches unani- 
mously maintained that in each line of succession 
they had been regularly handed down from Christ 
and his Apostles. 

In all points, therefore, we cannot have a more 
thoroughly satisfactory witness than Irenéus : for, 
in chronology and in character and in competency, 
he is alike unexceptionable. 

The Church, though dispersed through the whole 
world to the ends of the earth, hath received this 
Faith from the Apostles and their, disciples. 

She believes in one God the Father Almighty, who 
hath made the heaven and the earth and the seas and 
all things in them. | 

And in one Jesus Christ the Son of God, who 
became incarnate for our salvation. 

And in the Holy Ghost: who, through the pro- 
phets, preached the dispensations, and the advents, 
and the birth from the Virgin, and the passion, and 
the resurrection from the dead, and the incarnate 
assumption to heaven, of our beloved Lord Jesus 
Christ ; and his coming from heaven, in the glory 
of the Father, to recapitulate all things, and to 
raise up all flesh of all mankind: in order that, to 
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Jesus Christ, our Lord and God and Saviour and 
King, according to the good pleasure of the invisi- 
ble Father, every knee may bow, of things in heaven 
and things on earth and things under the earth ; 
and in order that every tongue may confess him ; 
and in order that he may in all things execute just 
judgment '. 

What, in point of its actual composition or its 
actual drawing up, the precise age of this venera- 
ble Symbol may be, I pretend not to determine: 
but we can scarcely deem it more modem, than 
the earlier part of the second century. From his 
very boyhood, it was evidently familiar to Irenéus : 
and he both attests, we see, the universal recep- 


1H péy yap ’Excdnola, xaizep xa@’ Ane ric olxoupérne Ewe 
weparwy Tic yiic Ouorappévn, mapa d€ rHy drvorédwy kal rev 
éxeivwv pabnraéy wapadaPovea riy sic Eva Gedy Tarépa xavro- 
Kparopa, roy werotnxdra Tov obpaydy Kal ry yijy Kal rac Ouddo- 
gac kal wavra ra év abroic, riorw* xa ele Eva Xptordy "Inooiy, 
rov Yidv rov Ocov, rov capxwhévra ireép ric huerépac owrnplac’ 
kal eic IIvetpa“Aytoy, ro da réyv mpopnray Kexnpvyxoc Tac vixo- 
voulag, Kalrac édevoetc, Kal rv ex wapBévov yérynoty, Kal ro 
waQoc, Kat rv Eyepow ex vexpay, Kal ry EvoapKoy eic Tove ov- 
pavove dvadniy, rov yyarnpévov Xprorov "Incov rov Kupiov 
npGy, kal ry éx rv ovpardy év rH ddén row Tlarpdg rapovelay 
abrov, éri ro dvaxegadawoac8a ra wdvra, Kal d&vacrijoa ra- 
gay capka xaong dvOpwrérnroc, iva Xptorg "Inco, rp Kuply 
Hpey, Kal Oeg, Kal Zwrijpt, kat Baowdel, xara rhy e¥Coxiay rov 
Tlarpo¢ rov doparov, way ydvu xdpyn erovpaviwy Kal éxcyeiwv 


kal xarayOoviwy, kai mica ywooa éloporoyijonrat abrg, Kat 


plow dualay éy roig maou rotnonra. Tren. adv. heer. lib. i. 
c. 2. p. 34—36. 
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tion of the doctrines which it inculcates; anc 
stamps, with his own unimpeachable impress thx 
strict apostolicity of those doctrines. 

In another place, he gives what may be deemec 
a sort of paraphrase of it : still, as a Fact, declaring 
the universal reception of its doctrines, whether 
delivered in writing or communicated orally. 

If it had so happened, that the Apostles had lef 
us no Scriptures: must we not then have followea 
the order of that tradition, which they committed to 
those with whom they entrusted the Churches ® Te 
this, many nations of illiterate barbarians, who be- 
lieve tn Christ, do virtually assent. For, by the 
Spirit, without ink or letters, they have salvation 
written in their hearts: and they diligently preserve 
the aboriginal tradition. 

Hence, they believe in one God, the maker of 
heaven and earth and all things in them through 
Jesus Christ the Son of God: who, out of his ex- 
ceeding great love toward his own creature, submitted 
to be born of a virgin, uniting in himself man to 
God. He suffered under Pontius Pilate: rose 
again: was received into glory. And he shall come 
again, the Saviour of those who are saved, and the 
Judge of those who are judged : sending into eternal 

Jire those, who change the truth, and who despise his 
Father and his own advent. 

Those, who, without letters, have received this 
faith, are, with respect to our language indeed, bar- 
barians : but, with respect to sentiment and morality 

N 2 
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and conversation, they are very wise through fatth ; 
and, living in all justice and chastity and wisdom, 
they are pleasing unto God. If any person, speaking 
in their own language, reports to them the strange 
inventions of heretics, they quickly shut ther ears 
and fice from them as far as possible, not enduring 
to hear their blasphemous discourse '. 

1. From the testimony of Irenéus, we may learn, 
I think, the following important historical Facts. 


' Quid autem, si neque Apostoli quidem Scripturas reliquis- 
sent nobis, nonne oportebat ordinem sequi traditionis, quam 
tradiderunt iis quibus committebant ecclesias 2? Cui ordination 
assentiunt multze gentes barbarorum eorum qui in Christum 
credunt, sine charactere vel atramento scriptam habentes per 
Spiritum in cordibus suis salutem, et veterem traditionem dili- 
genter custodientes, in unum Deum credentes fabricatorem cceli 
et terre et omnium que in eis sunt per Christum Jesum Dei 
Filium. Qui, propter eminentissimam erga figmentum suum 
dilectionem, eam quze esset ex Virgine generationem sustinuit, 
ipse per se hominem adunans Deo ; et passus sub Pontio Pilato; 
et, resurgens et in claritate receptus in gloria, venturus salvator 
eorum qui salvantur, et judex eorum qui Judicantur, et mittens 
in ignem seternum transfiguratores veritatis et contemptores 
Patris sui et adventus ejus. 

Hanc fidem qui sine literis crediderunt, quantum ad sermo- 
nem nostrum, barbari sunt: quantum autem ad sententiam et 


consuetudinem et conversationem, propter fidem, perquam sapi- 
entissimi sunt, et placent Deo, conversantes in omni justitia et 
castitate et sapientia. Quibus si aliquis annunciaverit ea que 
ab hereticis adinventa sunt, proprio sermone eorum colloquens, 
statim concludentes aures, longo longius fugient, ne audire qui- 
dem sustinentes blasphemum colloquium.  Iren. adv. heer. 
lib. iii. c. 4. § 2. p. 172. 
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(1.) The doctrines, contained in the mutually 
harmonious Symbols of the Church Catholic, were 
the doctrines, not merely of a few speculative indi- 
viduals, but of the whole body of the faithful, 
whether high or low, whether rich or poor, 
whether lettered or unlettered, whether refined or 
barbarian. 

(2.) At that early period, those doctrines, in 
every part of the world and in every distinct pro- 
vincial Church, were unanimously believed to be 
the doctrines taught by the Apostles and concord- 
antly handed down from them in each ecclesiastical 
succession. 

(3.) Irenéus, who with perfect certainty must 
have known what doctrines had been in early life 
communicated to him by Polycarp the immediate 
disciple of St. John, pronounced the doctrines, 
taught in the universally received Symbols, to be 
those identical doctrines, which he had himself 
personally received from his venerable preceptor 
under the assurance that his preceptor had first 
personally received the very same doctrines from 
the mouth of the inspired Apostle. 

(4.) Such persons, as, starting up occasionally, 
in this place or in that place, in this year or in that 
year, impugned the doctrines contained in the 
Symbols, were invariably, by the members of the 
Catholic Communion, viewed with horror, as pro- 
fane innovators, who had departed from the primi- 
tive rule of faith: that rule, which was well known 








182 -THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK 1. 


to have been delivered by the Apostles, and which 

was carefully preserved, with perfect mutual agree- 

ment, by each detached Society of Christians, in 

whatever part of the earth, under its proper Bishop 

and Presbyters, that — might have its local 
habitation. 

2. These Facts, desig as facts, are manifestly 
established by the direct testimony of Irenéus: 
and, from them all conjointly, on the just princi- 
ples of historical evidence, the following additional 
palmary FracT must assuredly result. 

The doctrines, contained in the Symbol pre- 
served and explained by Irenéus, were the precise 
doctrines, taught by the Apostles, and from them 
handed down in all the various harmonising suc- 
cessions to the entire and collective Church 
Catholic. 

3. In the abstract, the Apostles themselves may 
have been men divinely inspired, as Christians 
believe ; or they may have been crafty impostors, 
as infidels contend: but his precise question, un- 
der this special aspect, is nothing to my present 
purpose. I am mow concerned with mere histo- 
rical Facts: and one of those Facts is; that, 

Whether abstractedly true or absiractedly false, the 
Apostles taught the identical doctrines contained in 
the Symbol handed down to us by Irenéus. 

VII. Beside the larger Symbols which I have 
adduced, there was occasionally used in the 
early Church a very short Symbol, which seems 
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to have been denominated the Symbol of the 
Trinity. 

The notice of this short Creed will lead me to 
dwell somewhat more fully than I have hitherto 
done on that very important part of my subject, 
the public profession of faith made by every Cate- 
chumen, at the time of his baptism, in the words 
of some one of the several harmonising Symbols 
adopted by the various provincial branches of the 
one Church Catholic. 

I call this part of my subject zmportanit, because 
the very circumstance of such gniversal public pro- 
- fession distinctly evinces: that the doctrinal sys- 
tem, uniformly propounded in all the Symbols 
alike, was not a congeries of speculations, taken 
up by a few fanciful individuals, subsequent to the 
time of the Apostles, and in opposition to the. 
system which they had taught; but that it was — 
the system, invariably received throughout the 
entire Church, in all parts of the world, from the 
very apostolic age itself’. 


> "“Ooot Gy reccOGor cal meotevwory ddnOij ratra ra 9’ pay 
dcdaoxdpeva kal Aeydpeva elyat, cal Bwiy obrwe divacba tmoy- 
vorvra, ebyecOal re cal aireiv ynorebovres apd rov Ocod ray 
Kponpaprnpévwy adeoty CcddoKorvrat, huay ovvevyouevwy Kal cuy- 
ynorevévtuy abroic. "Exetra dyovra ig’ hydy evOa tdwp éori* 
kal, rpdézov dvayevvijcews Sy kcal fyeic avrot dvayervviiOnper, 
dvayevvovra, "En dydéparog yap rov Marpog rey dAwy cal 
Acoxdrov Qeov, cal rot Lwrijpog juawy ‘Incot Xprorod, cai Ivev-. 


paroc ‘Ayiov, ro év rg wveare rore Nouvrpov xowdvrac. Justin. 


10 
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Immediately previous to his baptism, each Cate- 
chumen, whatever might be his rank or attain- 
ments, was interrogated as to his faith: and he 
then, thus adopting it as his own, made his public 
profession, either in the form of some one of the’ 
longer Symbols, or in the form of that shorter 
Symbol which was called the Symbol of the Trinity. 
Now this shorter Symbol was evidently constructed 
upon the form of administering baptism, which 
our Lord himself had prescribed: and it ran in 
manner following. 

I believe in God: the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Ghost’. 

In the original Greek, as Bishop Bull justly ob- 
serves, the sentence is so constructed, that the 
word God belongs, as a common predicate, to the 
Son and to the Spirit, no less than to the Father: 
and, this indubitable sense of the Creed, I have, 
accordingly, in the English version of it, expressed 
by the instrumentality of punctuation. I say im- 
dubitable: because, agreeably to the force of the 
original, it was thus understood by the ancients, 


Apol. i. Oper. p. 73. See also Queest. et Respons. ad Ortho- 
dox. in Oper. Justin. p. 325. Cyprian. Epist. lxxiii. Oper. vol. 
ii. p- 200, 

" Tltorevw cig rov Gedy? rov Tarépa, roy Yiov, kairo “Aytoy 
Iveta. See Bull. Jud. Eccles. Cathol. c. iv. § 8. The most 
absolutely strict translation of this Creed gives the sense of its 
framers even yet more definitely and precisely. J believe wn the 
Deity: the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost. 
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who should best know the meaning which it was 
intended to convey. 

My authority for styling this short Creed the 
Symbol of the Trinity is Firmilian in his epistle to 
Cyprian. The very name, which he bestows upon 
it, shews how it was understood: and he speaks, 
at the same time, of the legitimate ecclesiastical 
interrogation, to which this Symbol of the Trinity 
was the appointed answer ’. 

The same account of the matter is given by 
Cyril of Jerusalem in those supplemental lectures, 
which he was wont to deliver to his late Cate- 
chumens subsequent to their baptism. 

Ye were brought, says he, to the holy laver of 
divine baptism, as Christ was brought from the cross 
to his appointed sepulchre: and there each one of 
you was asked, tf he believed in the name of the 
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost ; and 
ye confessed a salutary confession, and ye were thrice 
plunged beneath the water and thrice emerged from 
1t°.—-For each one of you, when interrogated, was 


* Nunquid et hoc Stephanus, et qui illi consentiunt, compro- 
bant: maximé cui nec Symbolum Trinitatis, nec interrogatio 
legitima et ecclesiastica defuit? Potest credi aut remissio pec- 
catorum data, aut lavacri salutaris regeneratio rite perfecta, ubi 
omnia, quamvis ad imaginem veritatis, tamen per dzemonem 
gesta sunt ? Nisi si et demonem in nomine Patris et Filii et 
Spiritus Sancti, gratiam baptismi dedisse contendunt, qui he- 
reticorum baptisma defendunt. Firmil. Epist. ad Cyprian. 
Epist. Ixxv. Cyprian. Oper. vol. ii. p. 223. 


> Mera ravra éxi rhy dyiay rov Oelov Barrioparog éxepayw- 
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directed to answer: I believe in the Father, and in 
the Son, and tn the Holy Ghost, and tn one baptism 
of repentance '. 

To the same purpose also speaks Tertullian, at 
a much earlier period than that during which Cyril 
flourished. 

When our Lord was leaving this world, his last 
command was, that his Apostles should baptise tnto 
the Father and into the Son and into the Holy 
Ghost, not into any one of them separately from the 
others. Hence we are dipped, not merely once, but 
three times ; each immersion at each name of each 
person *.—Before we enter into the water, and some 
little time previously tn the church under the hand of 
the Bishop, we protest, that we renounce the devil 
and his pomp and his angels. Then we are immerged 
three times, answering somewhat more than the Lord 
in the Gospel commanded *. 


yeiode cokuuPhOpay, we 6 Xptordg awo rou cravpov éxt ro xpo- 
keluevoy vipa: Kal jpwrdro Exaoroc, el morever cig rd Svopa 
rov Ilarpd¢ cal rov Yiov cal rov ‘Ayiov Wyvevparocg’ cal wpodo- 
Yhoare riy owrhpwy oporoyiay, kai xaredvere rplroy elc ro bdwp, 
kal radty dyedvere. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. Myst. ii. p. 232. 


1 Tére ool édéyero eixeiv' Tioreiw ele rov Marépa, xai ic rov 


Yiov, cal ele rd “Aytow Ivetpa, cal ele Ev Baxrioua peravolac. 
Cyril. Hieros. Catech. Myst. i. p. 230. 

* Novissimé mandans, ut tingerent in Patrem et Filium et 
Spiritum Sanctum, non in unum. Nam, nec semel, sed ter, ad 
singula nomina in singulas personas tingimur. Tertull. adv. 
Prax. § xvi. Oper. p. 426. 

* Aquam adituri ibidem, sed et aliquanto prius in ecclesia sub 
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Tertullian’s expression, answering somewhai 
more, plainly refers to the renunciation of the devi 
and his works: which he had mentioned imme 
diately before ; and which, he tells us, was made 
at the font as well as previously in the church 
before the Bishop. This renunciation, howeve1 
decorous and proper, still constituted no part o! 
the precise baptismal formula which our Lorc 
commanded in the Gospel. Hence Tertulliar 
accurately calls it somewhat more. But the very 
necessity of his language implies, that, as in bap- 
tism the candidates answered somewhat more that 
our Lord commanded, they of course answerec 
also what our Lord did command. If, then, they 
answered according to what our Lord did com 
mand, they must clearly, when interrogated, have 
made a profession of faith expressly built upon the 
baptismal formula. And, accordingly, as we learr 
both from Firmilian and from Cyril, that profes 
sion was a solemn recital of the short Creed deno 
minated the Symbol of the Trinity. I may add 
that Tertullian has given us, what is manifestly ar 
interpretation of the present Symbol, and wha' 
shews most distinctly the propriety of its familia: 
. appellation. 

The Father 1s God; and the Son ts God. 


antistitis manu contestamur, nos renunciare diabolo et pompa 
et angelis eyus. Dehinc ter mergitamur, amplius aliquid re 
spondentes, quam Dominus in evangelio determinavit. Tertull 
de coron. mil. § ii. Oper. p. 449. 
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and the Spirit 1s God: and each one of them is’ 
God". 

Such was the Creed publicly professed by every 
individual, when, by baptism, he was admitted into 
the Catholic Church of Christ. On receiving the 
legitimate ecclesiastical interrogation, as Firmilian 
speaks, he recited and declared his assent to the 
Symbol of the Trinity. The necessity of making 
this profession excluded all, who could not receive, 
what was, in all the Churches, held and believed 
to be the primitive apostolic doctrine: and those, 
who stood thus excluded, or those, who subse- 
quently (in the language of the Antiochian Fathers) 
abjured the mystery into which they had been 
baptised, were from the very first pronounced, 
even by the mere circumstance of their upstart 
novelty, to be manifest corrupters of the ancient 
and sincere faith ’. 

If any one, says Cyprian, could be baptised among 
the heretics, he might obtain also remission of sins : 
and, if he obtained remission of sins, he might be 
sanctified and made the temple of God. But, I ask, 
of what God ? If of the Creator; he, who did not 
believe in him, could not be made his temple: if of 
Christ ; neither could he, who denies Christ to be 
God, be the temple of Christ : of of the Holy Spirit ; 


2 Pater Deus; et Filius Deus; et Spiritus Deus: et Deus 
unusquisque. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 10. Oper: p. 414. 

? Toy élopynoapevoy ro pvorhpwoyv. Enpist. Episc. Antioch. 
Concil. apud Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. vii. c. 80. p. 230. 
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since these three are one, how could the Holy Spirit 
be reconciled to him, who is an enemy both to the 
Father and to the Son' ? 

But not only was the brief Symbol of the Trinity 
recited by every Catechumen at the time of his 
baptism : some one of the larger Creeds, whatever 
might be the precise form adopted by each par- 
ticular provincial Church, was also recited by him, 
on the same occasion, before the Bishop or Pres- 
byter and the whole Assembly of the Faithful. 

Such, as Ruffinus testifies, was the ancient cus- 
tom in the Roman Church?: and such, as the 
assembled Fathers of the first Nicene Council tes- 
tify, was the custom in all the various Churches, 
where they themselves had severally been cate- 
chised and baptised *. 


* Cyprian. Epist. Ixxiii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 203. See above, 
book i. c. 5. § v. 

* Mos ibi (scil. Romee) servatur antiquus, eos, qui gratiam 
baptismi suscepturi sunt, publicé, id est, fidelium populo audi- 
enti, symbolum reddere. Ruffin. Expos. in Symbol. Apost. 
art. i, ad calc. Cyprian. Oper. p. 17. Oxon. 1682. 

Ruffinus of Aquileia flourished in the fourth century : and he 
speaks of the custom, we see, as being even then an ancient one. 

* Kafliic wapeAdGoper, say the collective Fathers of the first 
Nicene Council respecting the Symbol out of which they had 
severally received their christian institution, rapa rév «po 


ay émoxéxwy, kal év ry xpwry xarnyhoet, Kat Sre ro Nourpoy 
éX\apBavopey. Euseb. Pamphil. Epist. ad Eccles. Ceesar. Pa- 
leest. apud Socrat. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 8. Theodor. Hist. 
Eccles. lib. i. c. 12. Gelas. Cyzic. Hist. Concil. Nic. prim. 
lib. ii. c. 34, 
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One of the larger Symbols, with the antecedent 
renunciation, thrown into the precise form in which 
immediately before his baptism it was publicly 
recited by the now fully prepared Catechumen, 
has been preserved in the Work denominated 
The Apostolical Constitutions. 

I renounce Satan, and his works, and his pomps, 
and his service, and his angels, and his inventions, 
and all that are subject to him: and I devote myself 
to Christ. 

And I believe : and I am baptised into the one 
unbegotten alone true Almighty God, the Father of 
the Christ, the maker and creator of all things, from 
whom are all things. 

And into the Lord Jesus Christ, his only-begotten 

Son ; born before the whole creation, begotten before 
the worlds through the good pleasure of the Father ; 
through whom all things were made, both in heaven 
and on earth, both visible and invisible ; who came 
down from heaven in the last days, and assumed 
Jesh, and was born from the holy Virgin Mary, and 
lived holily after the laws of his God and Father, 
and was crucified under Pontius Pilate, and died for 
us; and after his passion rose again from the dead 
on the third day, and ascended to heaven, and sttteth 
at the right hand of the Father ; and will come again 
with glory at the end of the world to judge the 
quick and the dead, of whose kingdom there shall be 
no end. 


And £ am baptised into the Holy Ghost, that ts 
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the Paraclete ; who worketh in all the saints, from 
the beginning of the world ; but who was afterward 
sent also to the Apostles from the Father according 
to the promise of our Saviour the Lord Jesus Christ, 
and, after the Apostles, to all who belteve in the 
Holy Catholic Church: and I am baptised into the 
resurrection of the flesh, and the forgiveness of sins, 
and the kingdom of heaven, and the life of the future 
world '. 


' "Axoragsopatrg Laravg, cai roicg Epyac abrov, Kal raic 
Topmraic avrov, Kal raic Aarpelace abrod, cal roic dyyéAore abrov, 
kal raicg épetipeowy abrov, Kal mace roig tx’ abrév. Mera c€ nv 
anorayny, cvvraccdpuevoc Neyérw, Ori Kal ovyraccopa rg Xprorg, 
kal morevw, cal Parrllopa cig Eva ayévynroy pdvoy &dnOcvor 
Ocdv wavroxpdropa, rov Harépa rod Xprorod, erlorny cat Sypc- 
oupyov ray axayrwy, é ov ra wayra’ cal cic row Kiproy "Inoovy 
rov Xptoroy, roy povoyevyA abrov Yiov, roy xpwrdéroxoy aon 
xrlcewco, Tov Tp aiwywy evdoxig rov Harpdc yevynBérra, de ov 
Ta wWayTa éyévero ra Ev o’pavoic Kat Ext yijc, para re Kai adpara, 
rov é Ecyarwy hueow@y KareOdvra ef odpavay, Kal odpxa dvada- 
Bovra, xa éx rijg dyiag wapBévov Mapiac yevynBévra, Kai rod- 
revodpevoy daiwe pera rove vdpouc rov Oeov Kal [arpo¢ abroi, 
kat eravpw0évra ext Tlovrlov Adrov, cat drofavdvra irep 
pay, kal dvacrayra éx vexp@v pera ro mabey rH rpiry huepa, 
kai dveXOdyra eic rove ovpavovg, kai xabecOévra év detig rov 
Tlarpog, cal radty épydpevoy érl cuvredelg rov al@voc perd ddinc 
kpivat Céyrac Kal vexpouc, ov rij¢ Baorelacg ove Eorae rédog’ 
Baxrilopac cal cig ro Ivetpa ro.“Aywr, rovréore roy Tapd- 
KAnTov, TO évepyfhouy év waar roic dx alévoc dylowc, borepov 
6€ drosraty cal roic drocrédore rapa ro’ Warpoc xara rv 
érayyedlay Tov owrijpo¢ iyuev Kupiov ‘Incot Xprorod, cal perd 


rovg droord\oug b€ mace roic miorevovoty, Ev ry dylg naBoduKy 


exkdnolg, el¢ capxog dvdoracty, kai cig Ageow apaprioy, Kal 
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To the testimonies which have been already 


adduced for the historical establishment of the 


very important fact, that, at the time of his bap- 
tism, every Catechumen openly received and so- 
lemnly adopted as his own the Symbol of the 
Church into which he was admitted a member, I 
may fitly subjoin that of the venerable Irenéus. 
He has preserved to us, as we have seen, the 
primitive Symbol which was used in his days: and 


he has attached to it the two-fold declaration; _ 


that i exhibited the faith of the Universal Church 
in every quarter of the world, and that the Universal 
Church received it from the Apostles and their 
disciples’. 

Now, respecting this Symbol which he pro- 
nounces to be the tmmoveable rule of the truth, he 
informs us: that each believer, at the time of his 
baptism, accepted and adopted it, as a firm safe- 
guard against the blasphemies of heresy *. 

Would we, therefore, learn the faith of every 
individual member of the Catholic Church from 
the very beginning, nothing more is requisite, than 


cic Bactrelay obtpaviy, cal cig Cwiv rov péddovroc aldvoc. 
Constit. Apost. lib. vii. c. 41. Patr. Apost. Cotel. vol. i. p. 383. 
" See above, book i. chap. 6. § vi. 
* Otrw 6€ 6 roy xavdva rijc dAnGelag dxAwvij év Eauty «aré- 
xr, dy dia rov Barrloparoc etAnge, ra pév Ex Tov ypagev ord- 


para, xal rac Nélecc, kal rdo wapaGordc, émcyvwoerat, rhy de 


BAdegnpoy drdbeoy rav’rny éxcyvwoera. Tren. adv. heer. lib. 
i. 1. $57. p. 34. 
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tHat we should simply peruse the Symbol handed 
down to us by Irenéus from the Apostles and their 
disciples. 

VIII. In conclusion, I may be allowed to call 
the attention of the dispassionate investigator of 
historical truth to the remarkable harmony of all 
these ancient Creeds which I have collected to- 
gether. 

Irenéus asserts the unity of the catholic faith 
throughout the whole world: and the various 
Symbols of the three first centuries, whether Latin 
or Greek or African, fully bear him out in his 
assertion. 

For the most part, even their phraseology is 
the same : but, invariably, their arrangement and 
their doctrine are identical. 

Now this is A MERE NAKED PACT, of which each 
individual may form a competent judgment. The 
DOCTRINE, taught in the Symbols, he may receive 
or he may reject. But the bare ract itself will re- 
main unaltered, whatever may be his own personal 
opinion as to the abstract truth or falsehood of the 
doctrine in question. 


VOL. I. O 





CHAPTER VII. 


RESPECTING THE TEST]MONY AFFORDED TO THE FACT 
OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF 
THE TRINITY, BY THE ANCIENT LITURGIES OF THE 
EARLY CHURCH. 


| 


Witn the avowed theological belief of men, their 
mode of worship will inevitably correspond: for 
it is a plain contradiction to suppose, that their 
belief will be of one description, but that their 
mode of worship will be of another. 

A Trinitarian will ever worship, as a Trini- 
tarian: and an Antitrinitarian will ever worship, 
as an Antitrinitarian. 

Neither can unite with the other in the same 
form of public adoration. By the conscience of 
each, whether well or ill informed, this species of 
communion is effectually precluded. 

Hence, even by necessary anticipation, we may 
be morally certain: that the Liturgies of the early 
Church will speak the same language as her 
Symbols. 

Such, accordingly, is the fact. 
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As Bishop Bull well observes, all the ancient 
Liturgies extant, in whatever part of the world 
they may have been used, contain, under one 
modification or another, that solemn concluding 
Doxology to the Blessed Trinity with which every 
Catholic is so abundantly familiar '. 

GLoRY BE TO THE FATHER, AND TO THE SON, AND 
TO THE HOLY GHOST: BOTH NOW, AND ALWAY, AND TO 
ALL ETERNITY *. | 

This Doxology is evidently built upon that brief 
and most remotely ancient Creed, which was fa- 
miliarly denominated the Symbol of the Trinity. 

I BELIEVE IN GOD: THE FATHER, THE 80N, AND THE 
HOLY GHosT *. 

And the Symbol of the Trinity, again, is mani- 
festly founded upon the formula of baptism en- 
joined and appointed by our Lord himself. 

BapTisE IN THE NAME OF THE FATHER, AND OF THE 
SON, AND OF THE HOLY GHOST *. 


1 Bull’s Serm. serm. xiii. Works, vol. i. p. 381—838. 
Oxon. 

7 Ada Marpi, cai Yig, cal ‘Ayig Tvetpare’ cal viv, cad del, 
Kai ei¢ rovc ai@vac. Athan. de Virginit. Oper. vol. i. p. 829. 

The clause, 4s it was in the beginning, is not so ancient 
as the rest of the Doxology, having been subsequently added 
by the Western or Latin Church. Hence, as we shall pre- 
sently observe, it occurs not in any of the modifications of the 
Doxology, which are about to be adduced. 

? Thorevw tic rov Gedy" rov Ilarépa, rov Yiov, wai ro “Aytoy 
Tyvevpa. 

* Matt. xxviii. 19, 
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For, if each Catechumen is to be baptised in 
the name of the three divine persons : each Christ- 
ian is required to profess his Jdeltef in the three 
divine persons. And, if each Christian be required 
thus to profess his belief in the three divine per- 
sons: the Dozology, to the Father and to the Son 
and to the Holy Ghost, as used in public worship, 
will be the necessary consequence. 

The Liturgy which commonly bears the name 
of the Clementine Liturgy, and the Directory which 
accompanies it, have been preserved in the eighth 
book of the Apostolical Constitutions. 

This Liturgy, whatever may be its actual an- 
tiquity, is confessed, in all its leading or principal 
parts, to exhibit the order of public worship ob- 
served in the Eastern Churches at least before the 
time of Constantine. Neither the Clementine 
Liturgy, however, nor any other of the old Litur- 
gies, was committed to writing until the fifth cen- 
tury. Hence, as it is impossible to know with 
certainty what additions may have been then made 
to the really ancient formula, I should not deem 
it satisfactory to produce evidence from this Li- 
turgy under the aspect of primitive testimony, 
unless such evidence were confirmed by other 
distinct and more ancient parallel testimony. Now 
the Clementine Liturgy affords evidence of the 
precise description here required. Under various 
modifications, it again and again presents the 
Doxology to the three persons of the Trinity, as 
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itself a complete profession of the Catholic Faith : 
while it analogously is ushered in by a solemn 
benediction in the names of the three persons of 
the Holy Trinity. 

The grace of the Almighty God, and the love of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, and the fellowship of the 
‘ie Ghost, be with you all. 

And with thy spirit. 

LEsft up your hearts. 

We lift them up unto the Lord". 

Let us give thanks unto the Lord. 

It ts meet and right so to do. 

It «s very meet and right to praise the true God 
before all things.—For all glory and worship and 
thanksgiving and honour and adoration be unto thee, 
the Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost, both 
now and alway and through the unceasing and end- 
less ages of eternity *. 


' This venerable formula is at least as old as the days of 
Cyprian, most probably much older. 

Ideo et sacerdos ante orationem, preefatione preemissa, parat 
fratrum mentes, dicendo, Sursum corda:—respondet plebs, 
Habemus ad Dominum. Cyprian. de Orat. Domin. Oper. vol. i. 
p- 152. 

2 ‘H xapic rov xavroxpdropoc Oeov, xal } a&ydaxn rov Kupiov 
Hpey "Incod Xprorov, cal } cotywrla rov ‘Aylov Uvevparoc, torw 
pera wavrwy tyudy. 

Kal pera rot xvevparog cov. 

“Avw roy vour. 


"Exoper xpoc rov Kuptoy. 


Ebyaptorjowper 
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7. Such, again, is the close of the Bishop’s invo- 
cation, which immediately follows the general 
prayer for the whole body of the faithful. 

Be our help, our assistance, our defence, through 
thy Christ: with whom, to thee and to the Holy 
Ghost, be glory, neisied praise, doxology, thanks- 
giving, for ever and ever’. 

8. A similar Doxology occurs at the end of the 
prayer after the communion. 

Gather us all together into the kingdom of heaven, 
in Christ Jesus our Lord: with whom, to thee and 
to the Holy Ghost, be glory and honour and worship, 
Jor ever and ever’. 

9. The consecutive prayer of the Bishop is still 
characterised by the same regular doxological 
conclusion. 


Ebyaptorjowpev re Kupig. 

“Akwy cai dixatoy. 

“Aly oe drAnOdc cal dixawov, xpd xavrwy dvupveiy oe ror 
Syrwc ovra Oedv.— Ore cor waoa ddén, céBac cal ebyaporia, 
rin Kal mpooxuynotc, re Marpl, cal rg Vig, cad re ‘Aylg Ivev- 
part, kal vuy, cal del, cal cig rove dvedNerreic cal dredevrhrove 
aidvac roy aloywy. Const. Apos. lib. viii. c. 12. p. 403, 408. 

' BonOoc tpay yevov, dvridhrrwp, trepacmorc, ota rov 
Xptorov cov" pe0" ov cor Sdéa, ryz}, alvoc, dotodoyla, ebyapioria, 
kalrg ‘Ayip Ilvevpar:, ele rove alévac. Const. Apos. lib. viii. 
c. 13. p. 409. 

2 Tldvrag ipdc emcovvayaye cic rv rov obpaywy Baoidrkiay, 
évy Xpior@ "Incot ry Kupig hor’ pel ov cor coka, rysy, Kai 
céBac, kai rg ‘Ayly Tvetpart, cic rove aiwvacg. Const. Apos. 
lib, viii. c. 15, p. 410. 





‘ 
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To thee be glory, praise, majesty, worshép, adora- - 
tion; and to thy Son Jesus thy Christ, our Lord 
and God and King ; and to the Holy Ghost: now, 
and alway, and to all eternity’. 

10. With a similar Doxology concludes the 
prayer at the ordination of Presbyters. 

Through thy Christ: with whom, to thee and to 
the Holy Ghost, be glory, honour, and worship, for 
ever and ever'*, 

11. Such, also, is the conclusion of the prayer 
at the ordination of Deacons. 

Through the medtation of thy only-begotten Son: 
with whom, to thee and to the Holy Ghost, be glory, 
honour, and worship, through all eternity *. 

12. Such, finally, are the conclusions of the two 
prayers at the appointment of Subdeacons and 
Readers. | 

Through thy Christ: with whom, to thee and to 
the Holy Ghost, be glory, honour, and meorsen, for 


ever and ever *. 


1”Ore aot ddta, alvoc, peyadorpéxeca, ctBac, xpooxvynare, 
kalrg og watdl Inco re Xpor@ cov re Kuply typwr Kai Op 
— kal Bade, xalr¢ ‘Ayly Tvedpart, viv cai dei cai ig rove ai- 
wvac rwy alwvwy. Const. Apos. lib. vii. c.15. p. 411. 

2 Aca rov Xptorov cov’ pe’ ov ca ddéa, reps, Kat o€Bac, cad 
re ‘Ayig Lyvebdpart, cic rovc aldvac. Const. Apos. lib. viii. 
c. 16. p. 411. : 
 * Ara rijc peorrelag rov povoyevotc cov Yiov* zeG ov oor ddéa, 


ren, Kai o€Bac, calrgp ‘Ayiy Lvetpart, cig rove aidvac. Const. 
Apos. lib. viii. c. 18. p. 412. 
§ Aca rov Xptorov oov’ peO ob cor Sofa, reed, Kat céjJac, cal 
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3. About the year 194, we find it used by 
Clement of Alexandria’. 

4. About the year 175, Irenéus incidentally re- 
marks, that it was employed by the Catholic 
Church in the course of her ordinary liturgical 
thanksgivings *. 

5. In the year 147, it was used at the stake by 
the venerable Polycarp: and, at the same time, it 
was attached, by the collective members of the 


monium reddere; elg alwyac alii omnino dicere, nisi Deo 
Christo? Tertull. de Spectae. Oper. p. 700. 

On the ground of the Doxology referring to Christ’s god- 
head, Tertullian reprobates the laudatory cry of cic aisvac, 
its invariable conclusion, when directed from any christian 
mouth to a victorious gladiator. 

? Atr@ apéwer Soka cal rid, cuv rp Tlarpl cai rg ‘Ayly 
Ivevpart, ele rove aidvac roy alwrwy. Clem. Alex. Frag- 
ment. iv. in Oper. Hippol. vol. ii. p. 70. See also, under a 
somewhat larger form, this Doxology at the conclusion of 
Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. iii. c. 12. Oper. p. 266. 

9 "AAAG cal pac, éxl rijg ebyapioriag Aéyorrag, Eic rove al- 
wvac Tey aiwywy, éxelvoug rovg alwvag onpaivey. Iren. adv. 
Heer. lib. i. c. 1. p. 10. ; 

From the circumstance of the Church, in the course of her 
ordinary liturgical thanksgivings, always concluding the Dox- 
ology with the phrase El¢ rove alwvac rwy aiwywy, the Valen- 
tinians argued in favour of their wild theory of Eons. But 
this they could not have done, bad not the constant liturgical 
use of the Doxology, throughout the entire second century, 
been a matter so universally known, as to be perfectly familiar 
to the very Heretics. 
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and praises of the Church, from at the least an 
era which within thirty years reaches the aposto- 
lic age, always terminated with a solemn joint 
doxology to the three persons of the Trinity; 
those three divine persons, whom Justin, speaking 
in the plural form, declares to have been univer- 
sally worshipped by his contemporaries, in avowed 
consequence of the catechetical instruction which 
they themselves had received from their ecclesias- 
tical predecessors '. 


* Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 43. For the passage itself, see 
above, book i. chap. 4. § xm. 





CHAPTER VIII. 


RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY AFFORDED TO THE FACT 
OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF 
THE TRINITY, BY THE DISCIPLINE OF THE CHRISTIAN 
MYSTERIES. 


As men religiously believe, and as they frame 
their liturgies in correspondence with their re- 
ligious belief: so likewise, to proselytes or to 
children, will they communicate theological in- 
struction. 

If the early Church held the doctrine of the 
Trinity: we may be sure, that that doctrine 
would, in due time, be communicated to every 
convert and to every child of christian parents. 

Hence, if it should appear that no such doc- 
trine was ever so communicated : there would be 
a strong presumption, that no such doctrine was 
ever collectively or ecclesiastically maintained. 

Having observed, as Athanasius remarks, the 
great wisdom of the Apostles, in not prematurely 
communicating the doctrine of Christ’s divinity to 
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those who were unprepared to receive it': tt 
Church, from a very early period, adopted a moc 
of institution, reasonable and natural in itself, bt 
singular on account of its attendant phraseology. 
During the first part of their theological edt 
cation, nothing more than the general truths « 
Christianity was communicated to the Catech 
mens: and so slowly was the divine light suffere 
to beam upon what Tertullian calls the prepare 
tory Schools of the Auditors *, that it was not unt 
the very eve of their baptism, that its partecul< 
truths, viewed as universally depending upon on 
preéminent truth, were at length distinctly pri 
pounded. To their instruction in these particule 
truths, of which they had hitherto been kept (s 
far as it was possible to keep them) in a_-state « 
profound ignorance, were devoted the forty day 
which immediately preceded their baptism: an 
this studied concealment was rendered the mor 
easy, because, in the primitive Church, the sacrz 
ment of Baptism was administered only at the tw 
great festivals of Easter and Whitsuntide °. 


+ See Athan. de sent. Dionys. cont. Arian. Oper. vol. 
p- 432. This was the precise mode of instruction employed | 
the Christian Mysteries. 

* Auditorum tyrocinia. Tertull. de Poenit. Oper. p. 48) 
Audientes et Auditores ea zetas vocabat Catechumenos. Rhe 
nan. Comment. in loc. 

* Ambros. Epist. ad Marcell. xxxiii. Oper. col. 582. Am 
bros. de his qui myster. initiant. c. i. Oper. col. 1229. Hierot 
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Such a catechetical process, advancing from 
generals to particulars and from the less recondite 
to the more recondite, was undoubtedly both natural 
and rational: but its attendant phraseology was 
not a little remarkable. 

The institution of the Catechumens was spoken 
of as AN INITIATION INTO THE CHRISTIAN MYSTERIES = 
and the communication of what was deemed the 
preéminent particular truth of Revelation, with its 
subordinate and dependent particular truths, was 
considered and technically mentioned as THE FINAL 
ENUNCIATION OF THE GRAND SECRET. 

After this vital secret had been propounded to 
him, the now fully instructed and therefore com- 
petent Catechumen, advancing to the laver of re- 
generation, and there (when questioned as to his 
faith) distinctly asserting the secret which he had 
previously received, became henceforth an Iilu- 
minated Mysta: and, in such capacity, he was 
carefully charged to refrain from betraying the 
secret to those who were without or to those who 
were still uninitiated '. 


Epist. ad Pammach. Ixi. c. 4, Oper. vol. ii. p. 180. Cyril. 
Catech. xvii. p. 201. Rhenan. Comment. in Tertull. de coron. 
mil. Oper. p. 433. Isidor. in Comment. in Tertull. ady. Mar- 
cion. lib. iv. Oper. p. 219. Wheatley on the Common Prayer. 
chap. v. sect. 19. § 2. 

* Cui nec Symbolum Trinitatis, nec interrogatio legitima et 
ecclesiastica, defuit. Firmil. Epist. ad Cyprian. Ixxv. in Oper. 
Cyprian. vol. ii. p. 223. , 


"H -_ ww - 4 ’ 1 4 _ a 1 —. 
pwraro EkKaoTOC, El MuPTEVvEL Eig TO OvOpLa TOU ITarpoc¢ kal 
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When the Catechism is recited, says Cyril of 
Jerusalem in the Preface to those Catecheses 
wherein he professes to reveal the secret of the 
Mysteries, if a Catechumen shall ask you what the 
Teachers said: tell nothing to him that ts without. 
For we have delivered to you the mystery and the 
- hope of the future contest. Keep, then, the mystery 
to him who will repay you: and regard not, if any 
one shall say ; What great harm can there be, should 
I also learn? Know, that sick men ask for wine: 
yet, tf tt shall be unseasonably given to them, 18 
produces frenzy. And thence result two bad conse- 
quences: the sick man dies; and the physician is 
blamed. In like manner, the Catechumen, tf he hear 
the Mysteries from the faithful, becomes phrenetical. 
For he understands not what he hears: and thence 
the faithful is condemned as a betrayer.— When you 
were only a Catechumen, I did not reveal the Mys- 
teries to you: and, when by experience you shall 
have learned their sublimity, you will then perceive, 
that the mere Catechumens are unworthy to hear 
them.— These Catechetical Lectures of the Illumi- 
nated you may, indeed, communicate, either to those 
who are approaching to baptism, or to the faithful 
who have been already baptised. But reveal them 
not, in any wise, either to the Catechumens, or to 


rov Yiov Kal rov ‘Ayiov [Ivebparoc. Cyril. Hieros. Catech. Myst. 
li. p. 232. 

. Tére ovt édéyero cimeiv’ Toretw elc row Tlarépa wai ele rov 
Yioy xal cig rd “Aytov TIvevpa. Cyril. Catech. Myst. i. p. 230. 
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those who are not Christians: lest you should thus 
make yourself accountable to the Lord’. 

Thus speaks Cyril of Jerusalem in the fourth 
century: and, from the concurring attestation of 
Lactantius, Origen, Tertullian, Clement of Alex- 
andria, and others who might easily be enume- 
rated, the existence of these Mysteries in the early 
Church is indisputable ?. 

Our present business, however, is: partly, with 
the amount of their antiquity ; and, partly, with 
the nature of the grand secret which they professed 
to communicate. 

I. In regard to the antiquity of the Christian 
Mysteries, Origen and Clement of Alexandria 
seem inclined to carry it up even to the time of 
Christ and his Apostles. 

They observe: that the founder of our faith and 
his inspired servants, among whom may specially 
be mentioned St. Paul, both adopted, in the way 
of accommodation, the very phraseology of the 
old Pagan Mysteries; and likewise systematically 
communicated the secrets of revelation, not pro- 
miscuously to every casual hearer, but only to 


* Cyril. Hieros. Pref. in Catech. p. 6, 9. 

* Cyril. Hieros. Preef. in Catech. p. 3, 6, 7, 8,9. Lactant. 
Inst. lib. vil. § 26. p. 729. Orig. Comment. in Johan. Oper. 
vol. ii. p. 97, 98. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 7, 8. lib. iii. 
p- 139, 143. Tertull. Apol. adv. gent. Oper. p. 821. Clem. 
Alex. Strom. lib. v. p. 574—579. lib. vi. p. 665, 676. lib. vii. 
p. 752. 
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those who by previous discipline had been p: 
pared for their reception '. 

Whence they evidently would have us infe 
that the Christian Mysteries, as conducted in th - 
days, though in form and phraseology copied frc | 
the Pagan Mysteries, had been instituted a | 
appointed from the very beginning *. 

Be this as it may, we can certainly trace t | 
actual existence of the Ecclesiastical Myster: : 
considerably higher than the middle of the seco: | 
century. 

1. It has been doubted: whether the ve : 
ancient author of the Epistle to Diognetus w. 
Justin Martyr himself, to whom it is common | 
ascribed, and among whose Works it. is common ' 
placed; or whether he was some other primiti 
writer, whose name has not come down to tv: 
But, whoever this individual may have been, | 
distinctly professes himself to be a disciple of tl 
Apostles: and the vein of genuine piety, whi 
runs through the whole composition, forbids tl 


1 See Orig. cont. Cels. lib. iii. p. 189, 143. Clem. Ale: 
Strom. lib. v. p. 574—579. lib. vi. p. 676. lib. vii. p. 752. 

3 The phraseological and mechantcal correspondence of t\ 
Christian Mysteries with the Pagan Mysteries was too obvio'! 
to be overlooked. Accordingly, we find it noticed and ev: 
insisted upon, in a very full and remarkable manner, both |) 
Tertullian and Clement of Alexandria. See Tertull. Apol. adi 
gent. Oper. p. 821. Clem. Alex. Admon. ad gent. Oper. p. 7: 
75. Strom. lib. v. p. 574—579. 

—  ~P? 
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uncharitable conjecture, that this profession was 
simulated. 

Now his language imports: not only that the 
Mysteries existed in his days; but that, on the 
divine authority of Christ himself, they had been 
handed down from the Apostles '. 

2. An incidental testimony, to the same effect, 
is borne also by the real Justin Martyr, who was 
converted to Christianity about the year 130. 

He informs us: that, in his time, the laver of 
Baptism was styled Illumination ; and that the 
person baptised was said to be Illuminated’. 


"TO ric idiag abrév BeoocBeiag pvorijpior jt xpocdoKhenc 
dvvgoOar rapa dyOpwxov pabeiv.—Oi Eéva dprrw, obdé wapa- 
Adywe Cyrw’ GrAAG, arocrddwy yevdpevog paOnric, ylvouat ot- 
dackadog éOvav. Ta rapadobévra akiotg ixnper® yrvopévorc 
dAnGelac paOnraic.—Oi meorol NoyoOévreg va’ abrov Eyvwoay 
Tarpoc pvorhpa. Epist. ad Diognet. in Oper. Justin. p. 383, 
387. 

> Kadéirar dé rovro rd Aovrpoy Pwrispdc, we Pwrilopévwy 
Thy diavoay rey Taira pavOavévrwy’ xal, éx’ dvoparog dé "Inaov 
Xprorov rov cravpwHévrog émi Tovriov MAdrov, cal én’ dvoparoc 
IIvevparog ‘Aylov 6 dia rv mpopynrey mpoexipute ra Kara rov 
"Inoovy wavra, 6 Bwrildpevoc Noverat.— Hpeic o€, pera ro ov- 
rwo Aovoa rov werecopévoy Kal ovyxarareDepevor, Emt rove 


Aeyopévoug adeAgove Ayouer, EvOa ouynypevor eiot, Kowac ebyac 


woinoouevor brép Tre Eaurav Kal rov Pwriobévrog. Justin. Apol. 
i. Oper. p. 74, 76. 

In another place of the same Apology, Justin says, Ov« gore 
hiv puorhpwoy hy dvédny pliic, Promiscuous fornication ts not 
our Mystery. Ibid. p. 55. 

A denial of the common pagan accusation, when couched in 
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Now this is the precise technical phraseology of 
the Christian Mysteries: as any one may satisfy 
himself by a mere perusal of the titles prefixed 
to each of the eighteen Catecheses of Cyril of 
Jerusalem. 

But the technical phraseology of the Mysteries 
implies the existence of the Mysteries themselves : 
for the Mysteries, no doubt, gave birth to the 
phraseology. 

Therefore, the conventional language of Z/lumi- 
nation and Illuminated, as recorded by Justin, 
imports: that, in his days, the Mysteries were in 
actual existence; and that, from whatever source, 
their mechanism had been adopted into the disci- 
pline of the Church. 

3. In truth, the very narrative of Justin im- 
plies: that the Mysteries were still more ancient, 
than even the period during which 4e flourished. 

He speaks not of their having been then re- 
cently instituted, as an wnproved mode of com- 
municating doctrinal Christianity. But he alludes 
to them as already existing: and he notes their 
phraseology, as at that time familiarly and gene- 
rally employed in the administration of Baptism. 
That laver, says he, is called [lumination: for 


such terms as these, imports: that the Christians, as the Pagans 
well knew, had certain Mysteries, which taught a certain secret ; 
though that secret was not, as the Pagans calumniously alle,ed, 


the practice of promtscuous fornication. 
10 


al _ 4 
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those, who have been instructed in our doctrines, are 
illuminated. 

- Accordingly, about the year 107, and conse- 
quently within seven years after the death of St. 
John, we find Ignatius of Antioch using an ex- 
pression, which obviously involves the then actual 
existence of the Mysteries. He styles the Ephe- 
sians, Fellow-Myste with St. Paul’. But the 
technical term Mysta was confined to those, who 
had partaken of what was conventionally deno- 
minated Jllumination. The use of the term, there- 
fore, imports the existence of those Mysteries, which 
themselves gave rise to the term. 

4. Thus, on the whole, even if the testimony of 
Ignatius be rejected as not sufficiently distinct, we 
may still safely conclude : that the Mysteries were 
at least as ancient as the conversion of Justin 
Martyr, which occurred about the year 130, and 
which therefore followed the death of St. John by 
an interval of only about thirty years. 

II. The very high antiquity of the Mysteries 
having been now established, our next business is 
to ascertain the grand and preeminent secret which 
they professed to reveal. 

For the more satisfactory development of this 
matter, I shall commence my inquiries somewhat 
later than the first Council of Nice, and then 


1 Tlatdov cuppvorat rov dy:acpévov. Ignat. Epist. ad Ephes. 
§ xu. Patr. Apost. Cotel. vol. i. p. 14. 
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gradually work my way back as high as I can 
reach. 

1. The secret of the Christian Mysteries, though 
so much is said about it by the early ecclesiastical 
writers, was, in truth, rather nominal, than real. 
With the primitive believers, the term MYSTERIES 
by no means imported : that certasn recondite doc- 
trines were confided excluswely to a few master- 
minds, while the vulgar bulk of the Society were 
systematically kept in a state of profound ignorance 
respecting them. On the contrary, the peculiar 
tenets, set forth through the medium of the secret 
discipline, were unreservedly communicated to 
every individual who was admitted to the rite of 
Baptism’. Hence, when the interest of religion 
required it, the initiated scrupled not to declare 


* The notion, that The Apostles had delivered a secret system 
of Theology traditionally confined to one peculiar class of E popts, 
was indeed early started by certain of the gnosticising heretics ; 
but was promptly condemned, both as unknown to the Catholic 
Church in any one of its various successions, and as character- 
istic of a departure from genuine primitive verity. 

Traditionem itaque Apostolorum, in toto mundo manifestatam, 
in Ecclesia adest perspicere omnibus qui vera velint audire: et 
habemus annumerare eos, qui ab Apostolis instituti sunt Epis- 
copi in Ecclesiis, et successores eorum usque ad nos, qui nihil 
docuerunt neque cognoverunt, quale ab his deliratur. Etenim, s 
recondita mysteria scissent Apostoli, que SEORSIM ¢t LATENTER 
ab reliquis pERFectos docebant ; his vel maxima traderent ea, 
quibus etiam ipsas Ecclesias committebant. Iren. adv. heer. 
lib. it. c. 3. p. 170. 
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their arcanum to the very Pagans themselves. 
Thus Justin in his first Apology, and Athenagoras 
in his Legation, though both these compositions 
are addressed to the Roman Emperors, unre- 
servedly propound that identical doctrine, which, 
so far as ecclesiastical discipline was concemed, 
we shall presently find to have been the grand 
and palmary secret of the Mysteries’. Such being 
the case, it is small wonder, that, in the fourth 
century, this secret, under the precise aspect of 
the secret of the Christian Mysteries, should have 
been known to the Pagans. 

Among the Works of Lucian is usually printed 
a very curious Dialogue, entitled Philopatris. Its 
author is unknown : but, in regard to the time of 
its composition, Gesner seems to have proved, so 
far as matters of that kind caz be proved, that it 
was written during the reign of the Emperor 
Julian *. , 

In this Dialogue, the speakers are Triephon and 
Critias: the former, a Christian; the latter, a 
Pagan. Cnitias, playing the buffoon, amuses him- 
self with assuming the character of a Catechumen ; 
and, in that mock capaeity, solicits instruction 
from Triephon: while the wretched humour of 
the piece consists in the circumstance of the simu- 
lated Catechumen’s real Paganism, perpetually, 


* See above, book i. chap. 5. § x. xiv. | 
* See Gesner. Disput. de stat. et auctor. Philopatr. in Oper. 
Lucian. ad calc. vol. iii. Reitz. Amstel. 1743. 
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and as it were unguardedly, betraying itself. 
Critias, at length, swears by Jupiter: and this is 
the moment, which Triephon is made to select for 
the purpose of initiating him into the grand secret 
of the Christian Mysteries. 

THE LOFTY, THE GREAT, THE IMMORTAL, THE 
CELESTIAL, GOD: THE SON OF THE FATHER; THE 
SPIRIT PROCEEDING FROM THE FATHER: ONE FROM 
THREE, AND THREE FROM ONE: DEEM THESE THINGS 
JOVE; RECKON THIS TO BE GOD’. 

From the present remarkable passage it is evi- 
dent, that the palmary secret of the Mysteries was 
THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY: a doctrine, viewed, 
however, as subincluding those various dependent 
doctrines, which constitute the leading peculiarities 
of Christianity, and which were esteemed the sub- 


' 'Y¥Yupddovra Osdy, péyay, auGporoy, ovpaviwva’ Yior Iarpdc* 
IIvevpa éx Harpoc éxwopevépevov® by ix rpiv, cal €& Evog rpia’ 
ravra voile Zijiva, révd fyou Gedy. Philopatr. c. xi. in Oper. 
Lucian. vol. iii. 

To this enunciation of the secret of the Christian Mysteries, 
Critias is made to reply as follows. 

"ApiOpéey pe deddoxetc, cal Spxoc  dprOperexh’ xal ydp dp.b- 
pec wc Nexdpayoc 6 Tepaonvdc. Otc oldayap ri Adyere. ‘EN, 
TPIA’ TPIA, ‘EN. M) rv rerpaxrvy gic thy Hvbaydpov, Fj 
THY Oydudda Kat rprakada ; 

Thou art teaching me arithmetic: thy oath is purely artth- 
metical. Verily, tn the science of numeration, thou rivallest 
Nicomachus the Gerasentan. I know not what thou art saying. 
OnE, THREE: THREE, ONE! Certainly, thou art dealing with 
the Tetractys or the Ogdoad or the Triad of Pythagoras. 
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fore professing to reveal the secret of the Mys- 
teries, has been preserved among the writings of 
Augustine. The Work is comprised in four books : 
and, like the kindred Catecheses of Cyril, it is 
wholly occupied in developing THE DOCTRINE OF 
THE TRINITY with the subordinate doctrines de- 
pendent upon it. At the close of an elaborate 
discussion of this precise topic, the author thus 
briefly states the grand secret of the Illuminated. 
This, therefore, is the Catholic Faith: to belteve 
in GOD THE FATHER; omnipotent, emmortal, and in- 
visible: to believe in GOD THE 8ON; omnipotent, 
immortal, and invisible, according to his divine nati- 
vity, but visible, mortal, and made less than the 
angels, according to his assumed humanity: to be- 
lieve in THE HOLY GHOST ; omnipotent, tmmorial, and 
invisible, according to his equal divinity, but appa- 
rent in the shape of a dove, for the sake of bearing 
testimony to the Son. And this ts THE TRINITY, 
SIMPLE UNITY, inseparable, ineffable, alway perma- 
nent, alway present, every where regnant, ONE GOD '. 


1 Fides itaque catholica heec est: Omnipotentem, immor- 
talem, atque invisibilem, credere Deum Patrem: omnipotentem, 
immortalem, atque invisibilem, credere Deum Filium, secundum 
divinam nativitatem ; visibilem autem, mortalem, minoremque 
angelis factum, secundum susceptam humanitatem : omnipo- 
tentem, immortalem, atque invisibilem, credere Spiritum Sanc- 
tum, secundum squalem divinitatem ; visum autem in specie 
columbee propter Filii attestationem. Et hee est Trinitas, 
simplex Unitas, inseparabilis, inenarrabilis, semper manena, 
semper preesens, ubique regnans, unus Deus. August. de 
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4. The result, to which we have been brought 
by Cyril and Augustine and the author of the 
Philopatris, is confirmed by the positive attestation 
of Jerome, who also flourished in the course of 
the same fourth century. 

That eminent Father, when mentioning the an- 
cient practice of revealing the Mysteries to the 
Competentes, during the course of the forty days 
which immediately preceded their baptism at 
Easter, is so absorbed by the idea of the palmary 
secret, that he notices that secret alone, as if it 
were even exclusively the subject of the arcane 
discipline. 

We have a custom of publicly delivering to those 
who are about to be baptised, during the forty days 
which precede their baptism, the doctrine of THE 
HOLY AND ADORABLE TRINITY '. 

During Lent, a complete system of Theology 
was delivered to the Competentes: yet the whole 
of this system rested so entirely upon the funda- 
mental doctrine of the Trinity, that Jerome speaks, 
as if that grand mystery were even the exclusive 
topic of the preparatory Lectures. 

5. Similar also is the testimony borne by yet 


Symbol. ad Catech. lib. ii. c. 4. Oper. vol. ix. p. 262. Vide 
etiam Ibid. lib. tii. c. 9. p. 269. lib. iv. c. 9. p. 272. 

* Consuetudo autem apud nos istiusmodi est, ut iis, qui 
baptizandi sunt, per quadraginta dies publicé tradamus sanctam 
et adorandam Trinitatem. Hieron. ad Pammach. Epist. ]xi. 
c. 4, Oper. vol. ii. p. 180. 
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another writer of the fourth century, the great 
Ambrose of Milan. 

The time now admonishes me to speak concerning 
THE MYSTERIES.— Unless a person shall have been 
baptised in the name of THE FATHER AND THE SON 
AND THE HOLY GHosT, he cannot receive remission of 
sins.— But thou hast been baptised in the name of 
THE TRINITY: remember, then, what thou hast done. 
Thou hast confessed THE FATHER: thou hast con- 
fessed THE son: thou hast confessed THE HOLY 
GHost.— Thou hast descended into the laver: re- 
member, what thou hast answered: that thou belzevest 
im THE FATHER; that thou believest in THE SON; 
that thou beltevest in THE HOLY GHosT. Thy con- 
Session was not: I believe in the greater and in the 
less and in the last. But, by the very pledge of thy 
voice, thou art constrained, to believe in THE SON as 
thou believest in THE FATHER, to believe 12 THE HOLY 
GHosT as thou believest in THE SON; this only ex- 
cepted, that thou confessest thyself bound to believe 
in the cross of the alone Lord Jesus *. 


‘ Nunc de Mysteriis dicere tempus admonet.—Nisi bapti- 
zatus fuerit in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritis Sancti, remis- 
sionem non potest accipere peccatorum.—Tu autem baptizatus 
es in nomine Trinitatis : confessus es Patrem; recordare quid 
feceris : confessus es Filium: confessus es Spiritum Sanctum. 
—Descendisti igitur: recordare quid responderis ; quod credas 
in Patrem, credas in Filium, credas in Spiritum Sanctum. Non 
habes illic: Credo in majorem et minorem et ultimum. Sed, 
eadem voris tuse cautione constringeris, ut similiter credas in 
Filium sicut in Patrem credis, similiter in Spiritum Sanctum 
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6. To the same purpose is the attestation .of 
the Fathers of the Council of Antioch; which, in 
the year 269, sat to condemn the humanitarian 
heresy of Paul of Samosata: though, of course, 
their subject led them to mention only that part 
of the grand secret which respected the godhead 
and incarnation of the second person of the 
Trinity. 

In their synodical epistle, as preserved by Eu- 
sebius, they state, that Paul, in rejecting the di- 
vinity of Christ, denied hzs own Lord and cop’: 
and then, afterward, they remark, that, by so do- 
ing, he had abjured THE MYSTERY and had joined 
himself to the impious heresy of Artemas*. 

If, by renouncing the doctrine of Christ’s god- 
head, Paul abjured the secret of the Mysteries, 
which had been communicated to him immediately 
before his baptism: it is obvious, that that secret 
must have been the fundamental doctrine of the 
Trinity, upon which the doctrine of Christ’s god- 
head immediately depends. 


credas sicut credis in Filium ; hoc solo excepto, quod in crucem 
solius Domini Jesu fateris tibi esse credendum. Ambros. de 
lis qui myster. initiant. c. i, iv, v. Oper. col. 1229, 1231, 
1232. 

1 Tov Gedy row éavrov cal Kipwov. Epist. Episc., Antioch. 
Concil. apud Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. vii. c. 30. 

> Tov élopynodpevoy ro pvorijpioy, kal éuroprevorvra ry puapg 
aipége rn Apreyza. Epist. Episc. Antioch. Concil. apud Euseb. 
Hist. Eccles. lib. vii. c. 30. 
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7. Similar language is held by Dionysius of 
Alexandria, who flourished about the year 260: 
for, according to this ancient Prelate, the secret 
of the Mysteries, as declared by the grand mys- 
tagogue St. Paul, is the doctrine of the Trinity 
running into the doctrine of the incarnation. 

To us the Father has manifested Christ, who with 
him exists eternally, in whom dwelleth all the fulness 
of the Godhead bodily. Hear, how the holy Apostle 
Paul declares THE MYSTERY: namely, that THE 
FATHER AND THE SPIRIT DWELL BODILY IN THE CHRIST. 
When Christ THE woRD became flesh, THE FATHER 
was not separated from him who became flesh, because 
the Christ became a body. The Word became flesh: 
and he shews, that CHRIST, BY BECOMING FLESH, 1S 
NOT TURNED FROM WHAT HE WAS BEFORE, BEING EVER 
COETERNAL WITH HIM WHO BEGAT HIM. In him 
dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily’. 

8. The same account of the matter is given also 
by Clement of Alexandria, who lived about the 
year 194. 


"'O Tarp épavépwoer tiv rov Ovra avy atrg ael Xproroyv, 
dy J xaromei way ro rAfpwpa rife Océrnroc cwpariKwy. 'AKovere, 
noc Néyet ro pevoripioy 6 iepdc amdarodog TlavAog, To yap owpa- 
TUKG¢ karouety rov Iarepa xai ro [Ivetpa ey rp Xptorp. "Erecdy) 
capt yéyovey 6 Adyoc 6 Xptoréc, ob rapa ro yevéoOa ovr copa 
rov Xptoroy, obx éxavéorn 6 Harip rov ywptobijvat re yevouéry 
capxl. Zap§ 6 Adyoo yéyove’ cal deixyvowy, Sri Arpexroc 6 
Xptorde yevdpuevog capt, del cvvatdie dy rov yevvqoavroc. ‘Ev 
atrp xarouwei way ro xAfhpwpua ric Oeérnrog cwparcxec. Dionys. 
Alex. adv. Paul. Samosat. queest. vii. Oper. p. 259. 


CHAP. VIII. | OF TRINITARIANISM. 225 


(1.) Let us first note his general assertion, that 
the secret, communicated to the Competentes pre- 
paratory to their baptism, was a full knowledge of 
the Divine Nature or Essence or Substance. 

We have been 1LLUMINATED: but this is TO KNOW 
cop.— Being baptised, we are illuminated: bemg 
tlluminated, we are made sons: being made sons, we 
are perfected: being perfected, we become immortal. 
— But this -matter is called by various names: and, 
among the rest, it is called ILLUMINATION, as being 
that through which that holy saving light is distinctly 
beheld ; that is to say, THROUGH WHICH WE CLEARLY 
BEHOLD THE DEITY.— We who are baptised, having 
through the Divine Spirit put away like a thick fog 
our darkening sins, have the mind’s eye free and 
unshackled and full of light: by which alone wr 
BEHOLD THE GODHEAD, the Holy Spirit flowing into 
us from heaven. This ts the eternal temperament of 
lustre, WHICH IS ABLE TO BEHOLD THE ETERNAL LIGHT '. 


1 "EdurlaOnper yap’ ro 8é gory éxcyvavat rov Ocdv.—Banre- 
Sopevor, pwreZoueOa’ purildpevor, viororovpeOa’ viorowovpe vor, re- 
Accoupefa’ redotpevor, draBavariddpe0a.—Kaneiras oe wo\Aaxic 
TO Epyov rovro* xaptopa, kal dwriopa, kai réXetov, kal Novrpdy.— 
Pwriopa de de ot rd Ayo éxeivo Pde owrhpwv éexorreverat, TrouT- 
éorty, 8 ob 16 Ocioy dkuwrovpev.—Oi BaxriLdpuevor, rac értoxo- 
roveac cyaoriac rp Delp Mvedpare axdtog Sixny axorpupdpevos, 
EXevBepov xal dveurddtoroy cal gwrevoy Supa rov xveiparoc 

= loxoper gp 5) pdvy rd Ocioy éxorrevoper, ovpavd0ev érevaptovroe 
hiv rov ‘Aylov Wvetparoc. Kpaua rovro abyije atdiov, ro "Ato 
dic iWeiv duvapévnc. Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. i. c 6. Oper. 
p- 92—94. The 
VOL. I. Q 
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Tt ts shewn, what those things are, which are in 
THE MYSTERY. Well, therefore, did Plato in his 
Epistles remark concerning cop, that We ought to 
speak of HIM in ENIGMAS: so that, tf a book on the 
subject should be found either by sea or by land, he, 
who might read tt, should not understand it.—Tf, 
then, by the Apostle, milk is said to be the nourish- 
ment of infants, and meat the nourishment of the per- 
fect : catechising, as being the first nourishment of 
the soul, will be milk ; and THE FULL DISTINCT IN- 
SPECTION will be meat. But these are the flesh and 
blood of the Word: that ts to say, THEY ARE THE 
COMPLETE COMPREHENSION OF THE DIVINE POWER AND 
SUBSTANCE '. 

(2.) Let us next observe, how, after teaching us 
generally that the secret of the Mysteries is the 
distinct knowledge of the Deity, he further teaches 
us more particularly, that that distinct knowledge 


The several words in this passage, épwricOnpey and redecov- 

pea and gériopa and érorrevoper and gic, are all technical 
expressions used in the Mysteries. 
_ | Kal ro, rlva ratra gore ra év pvornply, delxvvrar. Eixdérwg 
roivuy cat Ddarwy, év raic éworodatc wept cod dcarapBarvwy, 
Ppacréoy Of cor, gnot, oe alvlyparog, tv’, hy re déXrog 7H} wévrou 
i vic év wrvyaic rdOg, 6 dvayvovc pr) yrg~.—El rolvuy ro prev 
yada, rév ynxliwy' ro Bpépa €, roy redelwy, Tpog) mpd¢ rod 
droordXov eipyrat’ yada perv ) Karhynatc, olovel xporn Wuxiic 
rpodi), vonOnoerar’ Bpwpa o&, h Exowrech Oewpla. LapKéec advrac 
Kai alua rov Adyou, rovréort, xarddnfic rig Oclag Auvapewc 
kat Otolac. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. v. Oper. p. 579. 

Here again, the phrase, # érorrix) Oewpla, is strictly technical. 
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is the communication of the doctrine of the Trinity 
united with that of Christ’s godhead and incar- 
nation. 

O MYSTIC WONDER! ONE IS THE FATHER OF THE 
UNIVERSE : ONE IS THE WORD OF THE UNIVERSE: ONE 
. ALSO 18 THE HOLY GHOST, AND THAT SAME EVERY 
WHERE |, - 

The most perfect and the most holy and the most 
lordly and the most sovereign and the most royal and 
the most beneficent ts the nature of THE SON, which 2s 
the most closely adherent to THE ALONE OMNIPOTENT. 
— For THE SON OF GoD never departs from his own 
place of speculation: not being divided, not being 
abscinded, not passing from place to place, but 
being every where always, dnd being no where com- 
prehended ; altogether Mind, altogether THE LIGHT 
OF THE FATHER, altogether the Eye; beholding all 
things, hearing all things, knowing all things, 
searching out powers by power. To him the whole 
army of angels and of gods 1s suljected, even to THE 
PATERNAL WORD who undertook the holy dispensation 
on account of him who subjected him.—Tuis Is THE 
MASTER, WHO INSTRUCTS THE ADEPT IN THE MYS- 
TERIES.—For ignorance reaches not unto THE GOD 
WHO BEFORE THE FOUNDATION OF THE WORLD WAS 
THE FELLOW-COUNSELLOR OF THE FATHER: for this 


1") Oatparog puorwov’ Ele pév 6 rv bdwy Hari elec dé 
kal 6 ray ddwy Aéyoc’ kal ro Iveta ro "Ayuy Ev, cal ro abro 
wavraxov. Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. i. c. 6. Oper. p. 102. 

Q2 
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is THE WISDOM, in which THE OMNIPOTENT GOD re- 
jowced. The Son is the Power of God and the 
Wisdom of God, as being THE MOST ANCIENT WORD 
OF THE FATHER BEFORE ALL THINGS THAT WERE 
CREATED. Wherefore also he may justly be called 
THE TEACHER OF HIS CREATURES '. 

When one certain person DECLARES, while the 
others sit-as AUDITORS; that THE SON OF GOD, WHO 
CREATED THE UNIVERSE, TOOK FLESH UPON HIM AND 
WAS CONCEIVED IN THE WOMB OF A VIRGIN: to those 
who know not, the whole economy, which ts foretold 
respecting the Lord, seems truly an absolute pa- 
rable *. 


* Tedecordrn on, xai dywrarn, kal kypwwrarn, kal fyepovucws 
rary, cai Bacwukwrarn, cal elepyerxwrarn,  Yiov gbaorc, F r~ 
povg Tlavroxparope xpocexeorarn.—Ov yap ékioraraié wore rijc 
avrov mepwwrijc 6 Yiog rov Oeov’ ov peptldpevoc, obk arorepyd- 
pevoc, ob peraBalvuy ex réxou ele roxov, xdvry O€ dy wayrore, 
kal pndaui meptexdpevoc, Sro¢ vovc, Soc owe marpgor, doc 
6p0arpoc, wdvra dpdy, mavra Axovwy, eldwc wayra, duvvdpet 
rac dvvdpetc épevviy. Totry xaoa ixoréraxrat orparia ayyé- 
Awy re kal Oedy, re Adyg rp warpiKg my dylay oixovopiay 
davadedeypéry O1a Tov vxoralavra.—O didaoxadog ovrog 6 wate 
detwy pvornpiote pev Tov yyworndy.— Ayvoa pey ovy drrerat 
rov Qeov, rov mpd KaraPoAffc Kdopov ovpfiovrAov yevopévov rod 
Tlarpoc* atrn yap hy Zodgla, i mpocexXatpey 0 wavroKparwp Oede. 
Avvapic yap rov Oot 6 Yidc, dre xpo wavrwy rey yevopévwy 
dpxixwrarog Adyoc rov Larpoc cal Lopia abrov. Kupiwe ay cal 
dvddoxadog AexXOeln rv BC abrov wracHévrwy. Clem. Alex. 
Strom. lib. vii. Oper. p. 702, 703. : 

* "Hon dé cai } oixovouia rica, } wept roy Kuptoy xpognrev- 
Ocion, rapafodrn we &AnOwe galverac roic ph rhv ddAnOeay eyvw~ 
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9. To the same secret, and precisely in the same 
manner with Dionysius of Alexandria whom in 
technical phraseology we have seen exhibiting 
St. Paul as the declarer of the Mystery, alludes 
Irenéus, the scholar of .Polycarp the disciple of 
St. John, who wrote in the year 175, but who was 
born in the year 97. 

This is THE CHRIST THE SON OF GOD. Such is THE 
MYSTERY, which Paul declares to have been mani- 
Jested to him by revelation: namely, that. HE, WHO 
SUFFERED UNDER PONTIUS PILATE, 18 THE LORD AND 
KING AND GOD AND JUDGE OF ALL, RECEIVING POWER 
FROM HIM WHO IS GOD OF ALL, SINCE HE BECAME 
SUBJECT UNTO DEATH, EVEN THE DEATH OF THE 
CROSS '. 

10. To these testimonies I may add that of the 
ancient author of the Epistle to Diognetus : whe- 
ther he were Justin Martyr himself, or whether 
(according to his own descriptive statement of his 


xéory, Srav rig Yidy row cov, rov ra ravra werotncdroc, capKa 
dvewAngora, Kai éy phrpg wapBevou xvopopnOévra,—o per déyet, 
oi dé dxovoverww. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. vi. Oper. p. 677. 

The term, dxovovery, is technical. As we have seen above, 
the Catechumens were styled Auditors. 

" Hic est Christus Filius Dei. Hoc est mysterium, quod 
dicit per revelationem manifestatum sibi: quoniam, qui passus 
est sub Pontio Pilato, hic Dominus est omnium et Rex et Deus 
et Judex, ab eo, qui est omnium Deus, accipiens potestatem, 
quoniam subjectus factus est usque ad mortem, mortem autem 
crucis. Tren. adv. her. lib. iii. c. 12. § 3. p. 198. 
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character) he were some apostolical man 2 contem- 
porary of Justin Martyr. 

In the course of a very long and a very fine 
passage, while this writer styles the christian 
worship of God THE MysTERY which man can never 
discover’: he teaches us, when largely treating. of 
the nature and offices of Christ, that THE worp, 
THOUGH TODAY CALLED A SON, EXISTED NEVERTHELESS 
ETERNALLY ’, 

Such was the doctrine, communicated from the 
beginning to every Catechumen before he was 
admitted to the sacrament of Baptism: such was 
the doctrine, which, in the Symbol of the Trinity, 
he professed at the laver of illumination: such was 
the doctrine, which formed the basis of that Liturgy 
in the recital of which he ever afterward joined 
with the whole body of the faithful. 


2 Tod 82 rife Wdlac abrévy BeoceBelac pvorhpior p21) xpootorhage 
dtvacOa rapa ayOpémov pacity. Epist. ad Diognet. in Oper. 
Justin. Mart. p. 883. 

? Obrog, 6 del, ohpepor vidg NoyroOelc. Epist. ad Diogn. in 
Oper. Justin. p. 387. 





CHAPTER IX. 


RESPECTING THE TESTIMONY AFFORDED TO THE FACT 
OF THE POSITIVE ANTIQUITY OF THE DOCTRINE OF 
THE TRINITY, BY THE UNANIMOUS PRIMITIVE IN- 
TERPRETATION OF THOSE TEXTS, THE TRUE IMPORT 
OF WHICH IS NOW LITIGATED BETWEEN MODERN 
TRINITARIANS AND MODERN ANTITRINITARIANS. 


To the testimonies which have already been 
brought forward, I may here, in confirmation, be 
allowed to add a circumstance, which, in point of 
evidence, well deserves the serious notice of the 
really honest inquirer. 

I. In Holy Scripture, as we all know, there are 
various remarkable texts : from which, in what he 
deems their plain and natural acceptation, the 
Catholic deduces the doctrines of the Trinity and 
of Christ’s godhead. 

II. To nullify the force of these texts, the 
Unipersonalist puts upon them an interpretation 
which brings out no such result as the interpreta- 
tion adopted by the Catholic: and thence he con- 
tends; that, for the doctrines in question, we have 
no warrant.from Holy Scripture. 
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III. Now the point, with which I am at present 
concerned, is not the congruity or incongruity of 
either system of interpretation: my sole business 
is with FACTS WHICH RESPECT EVIDENCE. 

If the primitive Church, up to the apostolic age, 
were antitrinitarian ;. the system of scriptural in- 
terpretation, nniformly adopted by the. Fathers of 
that.Church, must plainly have been antitrinitanian 
likewise : and, conyersely, if the primitive Church, 
up to the apostolic age, were trinitarian ; the sys- 
tem of scriptural interpretation, uniformly adopted 
by the Fathers of that Church, must also have 
been trinitarian. 

IV. The ground of this statement is so obvious, 
that it needs scarcely to be pointed out. 

A Church collectively cannot hold one set of 
doctrines ; while all the leading teachers and 
writers and divines and bishops, in direct and full 
communion with it, openly and avowedly, maintain 
quite another set of doctrmes. From the accre- 
dited ecclesiastics of a Church we may always 
know the peculiar tenets of the Church to which 
they belong: and, while we possess the writings 
of Bull and of Horsley on the one hand and’of 
Lindsey and of Priestley on the other hand; it 
would be no less absurd, to assert the Antitrini- 
tarianism of the Church in which the two former 
presided, than to assert the Trinitarianism of the 
congregations in which the two latter ministered. 
The very secession indeed of Mr. Lindsey. from 
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the communion of the Church of England, on the 
avowed score of irreconcileable difference in re- 
spect to doctrine, would, in itself, plainly deter- 
mine the theological character both of the Society 
which he quitted and of the Society which he © 


jomed. 
. V. On this sical intelligible principle, it is 


Clear: that the unanimous system of exposition 


adopted by the Fathers of the three first centuries, 
if indeed they shall be found to have adopted any 
system of exposition uzanzmously, will in itself be 
evidence, as to what system of exposition was 
familiarly received in the Church of the three first 
centuries under the aspect of setting forth the un- 
doubted mind of Holy Scripture. 

For, though the insulated exposition of an insu- 
lated writer might justly be deemed nothing more 
than the unauthoritative specification of his own 
private judgment: it is morally impossible, that 
all the writers. of a Church should be unanimous 
in their system of scriptural interpretation, re- 
maining all the while in full and uncensured com- 
munion with that Church; if, in point of ‘syste- 
matic scriptural interpretation, the Church itself 
collectively differed from them utterly and radi- 
cally and essentially. 

VI. In regard, then, to those Fathers of the 
three first centuries, who were always deemed 
the very lights of that Catholic Church, to which 
they belonged, and in which they. ministered or 
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presided, and of which they were the accredited 
defenders and instructors: in regard to these pri- 
mitive ecclesiastics, how stands the matter in 
question ? 

1. So far as my own reading and observation 
extend, they tnvariably and unanimously interpret 
the texts now litigated between Trinitarians and 
Antitrinitarians, not after the mode recommended 
by the latter, but precisely after the mode adopted 
by the former. 

In no one instance, which, in the course of a 
tolerably wide investigation, I have been able to 
discover, do they ever interpret even a single text, 
so as to bring out the result: that That text does 
not teach the doctrine of the Trinity or the doctrine 
of Christ's godhead. 

With respect to their expositions, they are at 
once unanimous among themselves and perfectly 
accordant with modern Catholics. 

If, among the Fathers of the three first centu- 
ries, there de an exception: I can only say, that I 
have inadvertently overlooked it. To this general 
rule, I myself, at least, am unable to produce a 
single exception. 

2. My accuracy, however, in laying down my 
general rule, I strongly infer from the ominously 
profound silence of Dr. Priestley. ) 

That indefatigable author has written two large 
Histories, for the express purpose of shewing: 
that Zrinstarianism, as.involving the dependent doc- 
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trine of Christ's godhead, is the grand and palmary 
corruption of primitive Christianity. 

Now, in the prosecution of such a plan, nothing 
surely could be more obvious to the writer and 
more satisfactory to the reader, than, by the direct 
adduction of passages, to shew: that The early 
Bishops and Doctors of the original Catholic Church, 
quite up to the time of the Apostles themselves, 1N- 
VARIABLY and UNANIMOUSLY understood and expounded 
the scriptural texts, now litigated between Catholics 
and Untpersonalists, precisely in the same manner and 
precisely on the same doctrinal principle, as Unt- 
personalists still continue to expound them after the 
laudable example of the uncorrupted. ancients. 

No attempt of this kind, however, has been 
made by that painful historian. . 

He roundly asserts, indeed: that the texts in 
question were read by the primitive Christians, 
WITHOUT suggesting any such notions of the divinsty 
or the preeaistence of Christ as are Now supposed to 
be clearly contained in them'. But, so far as I re- 
collect, he substantiates not his assertion, by the 
adduction even so much as of a single instance, in 
which one of those texts is, by an ancient of the 
three first centuries, understood and interpreted, 
after the manner and on the principle in which it 
ig understood and interpreted by himself and his 
modern associates. 


* Priestley’s Letters to Bp. Horsley, part ii. pref. Works, 
vol. xviii. p. 148. 
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- $. Having perused the writings of the Ante- 
nicene Fathers pretty extensively and in most 
cases universally, I think I can account for the 
remarkable silence of Dr. Priestley, where silence 
on fas part, as a professed historian, was peculiarly 
unbecoming. 

As I myself have never been able to find a liti- 
gated text, interpreted by one of those ancient 
theologians, as Dr. Priestley and his friends would 
interpret it: so the researches of the historian, to 
that same effect, were, I incline to believe, not 
more successful than my own. 

The ancients, in short, of the three first centu- 
ries, within which period (Dr. Priestley himself 
being judge) lie the true materials of historic tes- 
timony, INVARIABLY and UNANIMOUSLY, unless I al- 
together mistake, understand and expound the 
litigated texts, not in the manner recommended 
by modern Unipersonalists, but precisely in the 
manner still from their predecessors adopted by 
modern Catholics '. 

VII. So far as I can figure to my imagination, 
the only mode, in which a modern Antitrinitanan 
can even attempt to escape from this difficulty, is 
the following. 

He may urge: that, although, from the inter- 
ested management of a corrupt Church, the inter- 


’ For a full substantiation of this statement, by an adduction 
ef the actual expositions themselves, see below, append. }. 
numb. 1. 
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pretations of the early Humanitarians have not 
come down to us, we may, from the very character 
of their doctrine, be morally certain; that they 
must have understood the litigated texts much in 
the same manner as they are zow understood by 
modern Humanitarians: for, without such a view 
of the texts in question, their scheme of doctrine 
could never have been adopted, in those primitive 
times, as exhibiting the real mind of Christianity. 

Lest, peradventure, this mode of escape should 
be attempted: I shall, by anticipation, expose its 
hopeless insufficiency. 

1. Instead of the litigated texts being read by 
these religionists, wirHouT suggesting to them any 
such notions of the divinity or the preéxistence of 
Christ as are Now supposed to be clearly contained in 
them, the truth is: that they allowed to those 
texts no voice whatever in the decision of the 
question, Whether Christ was a mere man or 
whether he ts very God mysteriously united to very 
man ; for they cut the matter short by the com- 
pendious process of utterly rejecting the whole of 
St. Paul’s writings and all the Gospels save that of 
St. Matthew or rather what they were pleased to 
call that of St. Matthew’. 

(1.) So incorrigible, indeed, were the Ebionites 


1 Tren. adv. heer. lib. i. c. 26. p. 81. Hieron. Comment. in 
Matt. xii. 2. Oper. vol. vi. p. 20. Epiph. adv. heer. lib. i. tom. ii. 
her. 30. 
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in their error, and so completely did they proceed 
upon the plan of total rejection rather than on the 
plan of perverse misinterpretation, that they actually 
disregarded even apostolical authority itself. 

According to the testimony of antiquity, St. John 
wrote his Gospel, later than all the other Gospels, 
at the desire of the Asiatic Bishops, expressly to 
condemn their speculation: which he did, by en- 
tering more deeply into the doctrine of the divinity 
of the Saviour ’. 

In despite of St. John, they chose, however, to 
retain their own opinion: and the consequence 
was their rejection of the particular Gospel which 
formally condemned them, as well as the Gospels 
of St. Luke and St. Mark. 

(2.) Not, indeed, that even St. Matthew’s Gospel 
was favourable to them: for, as Iréneus well re- 
marks, they might be convicted of entertaining 
erroneous sentiments, respecting the Lord, even 
out of that Gospel which they professed to re- 
ceive ”. 

To prevent, therefore, such conviction, dns 
adopted, as Epiphanius tells us, the Gospel of 


? Coactus est, ab omnibus pzene tunc Asie Episcopis et mul- 
tarum Ecclesiarum legationibus, de divinitate Salvatoris altius 
scribere. Hieron. Procem. in Comment. in Matt. Evan. Oper. 
vol. vi. in init. 

? Ebionzei etenim, eo Evangelio quod est secundum Mat- 
theeum solo utentes, ex illo ipso convincuntur non recte preesu- 
mentes de Domino. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iu. c. 11. p. 186. 
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St. Matthew, in a state not only of mutilation but 
of corruption also: omitting, on the one hand, 
whatever might be hostile to their predetermined 
speculations ; and adding, on the other hand, net 
ever might be favourable to them. 

Thus, for instance, since the two first chapters 
of the genuine Gospel of St. Matthew plainly con- 
demned them: they altogether, with the exception 
of the date which occurs at the beginning of the 
second chapter, erased those two chapters; and 
made their gratuitously improved Gospel com- 
mence, with a corrupted intermingling of the third 
and tenth chapters, associated with the date bor- 
rowed from the first verse of the rejected second 
chapter’. 


? The Gospel of St. Matthew, as altered and improved by 
the Ebionites, commenced, according to the extracts made by 
Epiphanius, in manner following. 

It came to pass, in the days of Herod king of Judéa and of 
Caiaphas the high-priest, that there came a certain man called 
John, baptising with the baptism of repentance tn the river 
Jordan, who was said to be of the lineage of Aaron the priest, 
the son of Zacharias and Elizabeth: and all men went out to 
him. 

And there was a certain man called Jesus, about thirty years 
of age: who chose us, and came into Capernaum, and entered 
into the house of Simon called Peter. And, passing over the 
lake of Tiberias, having opened his mouth, he said: I have 
chosen John and James the sons of Zebedee, and Simon, and 
Andrew, and Philip, and Bartholomen, and Jude, and Thad- 
déus, and Thomas, and Simon Zelotes, and Judas Iscarist : and 
thee, Matthen, sitting at the receipt of custom, I have called; and 





240 THE APOSTOLICITY [BOOK i 


2. Now, from this statement, it 1s obvious: 
that the texts, at present litigated between Trini- 


thou hast followed me. You, therefore, I will to be twelve 
Apostles, for a testimony to Israel. 

And John was baptismg: and there went out to him the 
Pharisees and all Jerusalem; and they were baptised. And 
John had his raiment of camel's hair and a leathern girdle 
round his loins. And his food was wild honey, the taste of 
which was that of manna, ike a watery sweetness in oil. 

And, when the people had been baptised, Jesus also came, 

and was baplised of John. And, when he ascended from the 
water, the heavens were opened ; and he saw the Spirit of God, 
in the appearance of a dove, descending and entering into him. 
And there came a voice from heaven, saying: Thou art my 
beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased; and again, This day 
I have begotten thee. 
' And, immediately, a great light shone round the place. Which 
when John had seen, he saith unto him: Who art thou, Lord? 
And again a vowe from heaven came unto him: This ts my be- 
loved Son, in whom I am well pleased. 

And John, falling down before him, said: I pray thee, Lord, 
baptise me. But he hindered him, saying: Let me go; for 
thus ts tt fitting that all things should be fulfilled. Epiph. adv. 
heer. lib. i. tom. i. her. 30, 

I. On the Gospel thus mutilated and depraved, Epiphanius 
remarks: See, how, every where, sound doctrine ts adulterated 
by these Ebionites : see, how, with them, all things are lame and 
distorted and possessing no rectitude. 

II. Yet, upon the authority of these miserable garblers, whose 
very production of the date, Jn the days of Herod king of Judéa, 
taken from the first verse of the second chapter of St. Mat- 
thew’s Gospel, furnishes, against themselves, a distinct proof of 
their dishonest and interested mutilation: the Editor of The 


New Testament in an improved version rejects, as spurious, the 
10 
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tarians and Antitrinitarians, came not, in the form- 
ing of their sentiments respecting the nature of 
Christ, even so much as within the contemplation 
of the early Humanitarians. 

(1.) It was not: that Such texts, viewed as a 


whole of the two first chapters of that Gospel, save the seven- 
teen opening verses which contain the genealogy. 

I. It is true, indeed, that the very early Fathers, Ignatius 
and Justin and [renéus and Tertullian, all either cite or refer to 
the rejected chapters, as an undowbted and universally received 
part of Holy Writ; expressly building upon those chapters the 
doctrine of Christ’s godhead and incarnation from the virgin 
Mary (See below, append. i. numb. 1. texts 5, 6.): and it is 
true, that the daring mutilation of the Ebionites was always 
strenuously reprobated and condemned by the Chureh Catholic. 
But the Editor, as a critic, quite dissatisfied with these ancient 
authorities, beth greek and latin, both oriental and occidental, 
rests confidently upon the expurgation of the Ebionites : who, 
in the manufactory of their pretended Gospel of St. Matthew, 
erased the whole of the two first chapters of the genuine Gos- 
_ pel, save the date in the first verse of the second chapter ; and 

- then made their apocryphal compilation to commenee with the 
strangely garbled mingle-mangle exhibited above. 

2. Had the Editor been consistent in his criticism, the same . 
ebionitic authority, which has induced him to describe as 
spurious the greater part of the two first chapters of St. Mat- 
thew, ought also, not only to have guided him in his verbal ar- 
rangement of the third chapter, but to have led him to reject, 
as likewise spurious, the entire three Gospels of St. Mark and 
St. Luke and St. John and the whole of the Epistles of St. 
Paul. So far as authority is concerned, the authority in all 
these cases is precisely the same ; the authority, to wit, of those 
early branded mutilators the Ebionites. 

VOL. I. R 
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portion of the authoritative word of God, were read 
by them, witnout (as Dr. Priestley speaks) sug- 
gesting any such notions of the divinity or the pre- 
éxistence of Christ as are Now supposed to be clearly 
contained inthem. Or, in other words, it was not : 
that Their system was founded upon some such tm- 
terpretation of those texts, as the interpretation 
current among modern Humanitarians. 

(2.) But it was: that They rejected the now 
litigated texts altogether ; and that They recewed 
only a single apocryphal Gospel which by mutilation 
and corruption they had made to harmonise with their 
own peculiar views, while they discarded the whole 
canonical New Testament as it has been delivered 
down to us from the primitive Church Catholie. 

8. Thus, on the whole, these early Humani- 
tarians of the Ebionitic School will, if I mistake 
not, turn out to be reluctant witnesses for the 
trinitarian exposition of the now litigated texts. 

Their retention of their own sentiments respect- 
ing the nature of Christ, and a reception of the 
genuine canonical New Testament in all its several 
portions, they plainly perceived to be incompatible: 
for they felt, that the now litigated texts suggested 
such notions of the divinity and preéxistence of 
the Saviour, as they were predetermined not to 
admit. 

Hence, in order to rid themselves of the texts, 
they rejected, with a high hand, the books which 
contained them. 
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This, however, they would not have done, had 
the texts suggested to early believers nothing more 
than what Dr. Priestley supposes them to have 
suggested. 

Consequently, their very act of rejection is a 
tacit acknowledgment: that the texts neither could 
nor did suggest any other notions, than those of 
Christ’s preéxistence and divinity. 

I may now, therefore, repeat: that Zhe ancients 
of the three first centuries, INVARIABLY and UNANI- 
MOUSLY, understood and expounded the litigated 
texts, not in the manner recommended by modern 
Unipersonalists, but in the manner received from 
their predecessors by modern Catholics. 

VIII. This remarkable concord might, even in 
itself, establish the position: that Zhe primitive 
Church, up to the very time of the Apostles, was in- 
variably trinitarian. For the primitive Church at 
large could not have held one scheme of theology : 
while, professedly out of Scripture, its Bishops and 
Doctors, diligently and openly, unanimously and 
unreprovedly, inculcated quite another scheme. 

But the argument acquires a tenfold force, when 
we consider the strict harmony of the present line 
of evidence with all the other lines of evidence 
which have now in review successively passed 
before us: and that force, so far as I can judge, 
becomes absolutely irresistible, when we bear in 
‘mind, that the present position is established, not 
merely by a single testimony or by a single class 

R2 
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of testimonies, but by a concurrence of numerous 
distinct classes of testimonies all vouching for the 
same fact and all tending to the same purpose. 

As, in regard to Scripture, the early Doctors 
expounded : so, in point of fact, without any con- 
tradiction on the part of Christians, did the ene- 
mies of Christianity allege’; so, from generation 
to generation, did the primitive Christians wor- 
ship* ; so, with one mouth, to be the universally 
received doctrine of the Church Catholic, did the 
ancient apologists profess*; so, with rare and 
striking concord, did all the early Creeds or Sym- 
bols propound* ; so were all the ancient Liturgies 
constructed ® ; go were all the Catechumens :n- 
stituted °. 

If the Church of the first ages had been anti- 
trinitarian, this accordance, in so many different 
points, could never have existed. 

By all the laws of evidence, therefore, the in- 
evitable result from it is: that The primitive 
Church, up to the age of the Apostles, held and 
taught, as vitally essential truths, the doctrines of the 
Trimty and of the godhead of our Lord and Savtour 
Jesus Christ. 


* See above, book i. chap. 3. 
? See above, book i. chap. 4. 
* See above, book i. chap. 5. 
* See above, book i. chap. 6. 
* See above, book i. chap. 7. 
* See above, book i. chap. 8. 


CHAPTER X. 


RESPECTING THE ARGUMENT FROM PRESCRIPTION AND 
UNIVERSALITY. 


Fu. as it is, my evidence might, nevertheless, be 
deemed incomplete, if I pretermitted the ancient 
argument from prescription and universality, urged 
with such invincible force by Tertullian and Ire- 
néus, and resorted to likewise in connection with 
their testimony by many of their successors. 
There is no maxim, as Dr. Priestley judiciously 
remarks, the truth of which is more fully verified by 
observation and experience, than that great bodies 
of men do not soon, or without great causes, change 
their opinions '.—The true doctrine, concerning the 
person of Christ, must be allowed to have been held 
by the Apostles. They, no doubt, knew: whether 
their Master was only a man like themselves, or 
their Maker. Their immediate disciples would re- 
cee and maintain the same doctrine that they held. 


" Hist. of Early Opin. book iii. chap. 13. Works, vol. vi. 
p. 4738. 
10 
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And tt must have been some time, before any other 
could have been introduced and have spread to any 
extent: and, especially, before it could have become 
the prevailing opinion '. 

On this sound and rational principle, is ulti- 
mately and effectively built the argument from 
prescription and universality, which I shall now 
lay before the serious inquirer. 

I. The argument in question is strictly an argu- 
ment from AN HISTORICAL FACT: which FACT, in the 
face of those very heretics whom they were con- 
troversially opposing, is, by Irenéus and Tertullian, 
publicly appealed to, as perfectly notorious and as 
altogether incontrovertible. 

Now the ract, thus publicly appealed to, as a 
Fact incapable of contradiction, was the following. 

About the year 175 when the then aged Irenéus 
wrote, and about the year 200 when Tertullian 
flourished; that is to say, about 75 years, and 
about 100 years, after the death of St. John, 
when, through chronological necessity and agree- 
ably to positive attestation, no particular Church 
could have been separated, from the apostolic age, 
by more than ¢wo intervening steps of communi- 
cation: aLL the then existing Churches mutually 
in communion with each other, though variously 
deriving their succession from twelve different 


! Reply to Animadvers. Introd. sect. iv. Works, vol. xviii. 
p- 23. 
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Apostles, held precisely the same system of doc- 
trine respecting the nature of the Deity or respect- 
ing the mode in which the Deity exists; and, on 
this point, their harmony was such, that not a 
SINGLE Church could be found, which ‘held any 
other system. 

The system of doctrine, thus UNIVERSALLY held 
by the various Churches which derived their un- 
broken succession from the Apostles, is given at 
length, under the character of aA PUBLIC RULE OF 
FalTH, both by Irenéus and by Tertullian: so that 
we cannot mistake its true nature and character’. 
And this system of doctrine was the system, which, 
in the present day, is commonly denominated trinz- 
tartan. That isto say, it was a system: which 
asserted the existence of the one Deity in three 
persons; and which maintained, that the second 
of these three persons became incarnate and ap- 
peared upon earth as the man Christ Jesus. 

Such, however, is not the whole amount of the 
Fact publicly appealed to by Irenéus and Ter- 
tullian. 

During the period which has been specified, ALL 
the Churches not only agreed in maintaining the 
system of doctrine usually styled érinitarian: but 
they att likewise agreed in yet another very im- 
portant matter. | 

1 The primitive Rule of Faith, as severally delivered by 


Irenéus and Tertullian, I have already given at large. See 
above, book i. chap. 6. § v. v1. 
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While, without a single exception, they ALL 
concurred in holding that peculiar doctrine, which 
is briefly denominated The doctrine of the Trinity ; 
they ALL, moreover, without a single exception, 
concurred in declaring: that, Through one or at 
the most through two intermediate channels, they had 
received this doctrine from some one or other of the 
twelve Apostles, up to whom they severally carried 
their ecclesiastical succession; that The Rule of 
Faith, which propounded this doctrine, was ultimately 
derived from Christ himself; and that, As it was 
universal in point of reception, throughout all the 
provincial Churches in mutual communion with each 
other, so it was questioned by none save heretics who 


in parties of scattered individuals had gone out from 


the great and more ancient body of the Church 
Catholic’. 

II. This is THE HIsToRICAL FACT, appealed to by 
Irenéus and Tertullian as notorious and incontro- 
vertible : and their strict accuracy in asserting it is 


" See Iren. adv. her. lib. i. c. 2. p. 34—36. lib. iii. c. 4. § 2. 
p- 172. Tertull. de preescript. adv. her. § 4. Oper. p. 100. 

The argument of these two early Fathers, as founded upon the 
universal reception and the apostolic derivation of the Rule of 
Faith, professedly touches all heretics of every description who 
departed from the Rule in question. But, in the present appli- 
cation of their argument, my own limited subject leads me to 
consider only the speculations of those religionists, who may be 
briefly designated as Humanitarian Unipersonalists, and who 
may be viewed as the theological descendants of the ancient 
E bionites. 
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fully evmced, both by their own competency as 
witnesses, and by almost every possible come 
tion of parallel evidence. 

1. Irenéus, who was born in the year 97, passed 
his youth in proconsular Asia, where he was a 
pupil of Polycarp the disciple of St. John: and, 
in his more mature age, he was Bishop of Lyons 
in Gaul. 

Hence he was personally, and not through mere 
vague hearsay, acquainted with the doctrinal sys-- 
tem held by the Churches both of the East and 
of the West : hence he.could compare that system 
which invariably claimed to be derived from the 
Apostles, with the system, which his master Poly- 
carp had always, through the whole course of his 
long episcopate, professed to have received imme- 
diately from St. John: and hence, in every point 
of view, his competency, as a well-informed wit- 
ness, is unimpeachable. 

Now this witness, thus circumstanced, vouches 
for THE FacT: that, Jn his time, ALL the Churches 
not only MAINTAINED the doctrines familiarly styled 
trinitarian ; but also RIGHTLY maintained them, on 
the express ground of thetr APOSTOLICAL DERIVATION. 

2. Our next witness, Tertullian, was born at 
Carthage, about the middle of the second century : 
and, after his conversion to Christianity, he long 
continued to reside in his native country, where 
he largely and actively entered into all matters 
ecclesiastical. 
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Hence, in a similar manner, he was personally, 
not through hearsay alone, acquainted with the 
doctrinal system of the African Churches: hence, 
from the intercourse which so rapidly and so per- 
petually prevailed among those who had embraced 
the Christian Faith, and from his own extensive 
correspondence and natural inquisitiveness, he 
well knew, even where his strictly personal exami- 
nation had not been carried, both the character of 
the system and the character of the claims by 
which all the other Churches were equally distin- 
guished : and hence his evidential competency also, 
like that of Irenéus, is perfectly unobjectionable. 

Now, in regard to THE FacT before us, the testi- 
mony of Tertullian exactly corresponds with the 
testimony of Irenéus. 

He assures us: that aut the Churches of his time 
were trinitartan. And he adds: that They au 
declared themselves to have recewed their strictly 
uniform doctrinal system from some one or other of 
the Apostles. | 

3. The joint assertion of Irenéus and Tertullian 
is incidentally confirmed, in a very striking man- 
ner, by Hegesippus, who, in point of chronology, 
was the contemporary of Irenéus. 

According to the ecclesiastical historian Eu- 
sebius, this ancient individual tells us: that, having 
had an occasion to take a journey from Asia to 
Rome, he familiarly, in the course of it, mingled 
with very many Bishops. Such a circumstance 
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brought him into immediate contact with the 
Churches both of the East and of the West: and 
the result was, that, from aut of them alike, as he 
assures us on his own personal knowledge and 
experience, he invariably received the self-same 
system of doctrinal theology '. 

The Church of Corinth, says he, as his own pre- 
cise words are reported by Eusebius, was perse- 
vering in the right faith down to the episcopate of 
Primus : for, while I was sailing to Rome, I mingled 
familiarly with the Corinthians, and spent many days 
with them; during which, we were jointly comforted 
by the right faith. But, having arrived at Rome, 
I completed the episcopal succession down to Antcetus, 
whose deacon was Eleutherus. And Soter succeeded 
Anicetus: and Eleutherus succeeded Soter *. 

This interesting account, which Hegesippus 
gives, of his prolonged abode at Rome and at 
Corinth in particular, he winds up, still in his own 


1 Andoi, de rArsloroc éxcoxérowe cuppltecey, dxodnplay oret- 
Adpevog péexpe ‘Pounce’ cal we Ere rhy abriy rapa xayrwy wap- 
eidnge ddacxadiay. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 22. 

3 "Emépevey iy éxxAnoia } KopwOiwy ev re dpbg doyy, péxpe 
IIpipou éxsoxorevorrog ev Kopivby’ oi¢ ovvépita wréwy sic ‘Po- 
pny, Kai cvvdtérpupa roic KopivOloce hépac ixavac’ év ale ovy- 
averdnpev ry opOg Adyy. Tevdpevog dé tv ‘Pwpy, dadoxyy 
éxomnodpny péxpic "Avuchrov, ob dtdxovoc hy 'EXevOepoc. Kal 
wapad 'Avucnrov duadéxerat Lwrip, we’ Sv "EXevOepoc. Hegesipp. 
apud Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 22. 

The journey of Hegesippus and his residence at Rome oc- 
curred somewhere in the course of the period. A.D. 158—1J62. 
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words, with the following explicit declaration re- 
lative to all the visited Churches en general. 

Now, tn each episcopal succession and tn each city, 
the right faith thus continues, as it is preached both 
by the Law and by the Prophets and by the Lord 
himself’. 

Here, again, we have the complete doctrinal 
uniformity of the Churches, from East to West, 
established by the direct testimony of an eye- 
witness who visited them about the middle of the 
second century : and, additionally, we observe the 
same eye-witness declaring, that the system, uni- 
versally received in the several episcopal cities, 
claimed to be the precise system, which in accord- 
ance with the Law and the Prophets Christ him- 
self had preached, and which his Apostles had 
harmoniously handed down to their various eccle- 
slastical successors. 

The two matters, then, which Hegesippus attests 
about the middle of the second century or about - 
some fifty years after the death of St. John, are, 
THE PERFECT DOCTRINAL UNIFORMITY OF ALL THE 
CHURCHES, and THE CONSTANTLY ASSERTED DERIVA- 
TION OF THIS COMMON DOCTRINAL SYSTEM FROM CHRIST 
AND HIS APOSTLES. 

Hence, to complete the testimony, we have only 


' "Ev ixaorp 6& dtadoyy Kai év Exaory wéde obrwe Exe, WC 6 
voulog Knporrec Kal of mpopyrat kai 6 Kiptoc. Hegesipp. apud 
Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 22. 
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to inquire, what this uniform doctrinal system 
really was in point of nature and character. 

In those fragments of his writings which have 
been preserved by Eusebius, the specific quality of 
this system is not expressly stated by Hegesippus : 
but it is mdisputably a system, which receives hes 
own entire assent and approbation. He tells us, 
that the Church of Corinth had persevered in THE 
RIGHT FAITH down to the episcopate of Primus, 
when he himself visited it: and he adds, that, 
during many days, he and the Corinthians were 
Jointly comforted by THIs SAME RIGHT FAITH. But 
the faith of the Corinthian Church was the faith of 
all the other symbolising contemporary Churches : 
and, agreeably to the constant claim of all those 
Churches, this UNIVERSAL FAITH was, in the estima- 
tion of Hegesippus, that ricuT raiTH which had 
been preached by the Lord and his Apostles. 
Hence it is evident: that, if we can distinctly 
ascertain the faith of Hegesippus, we shall also 
distinctly ascertain the nature of that RIGHT FAITH 
which he professed in common with atu the then- 
existing Churches. 

The requisite information to this precise pur- 
pose is furnished by the ecclesiastical historian 
Eusebius. 

He tells us: that Hegesippus was a famous 
champion for the truth against the heresies of un- 
godly men; that, IN DOCTRINE, HE SYMBOLISED WITH 
IRENEUS AND MELITO; and that, in the five books of 
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his Commentaries which were then extant, he set 
forth the unerring tradition of apostolic preaching 
and a most full memorial of his own theological 
sentiments '. 

Now the theological sentiments of Irenéus and 
Melito, are, from their yet existing remains, per- 
fectly well known to have been frinitarian. But 
their theological sentiments were the theological 


1“Opuwe 3 ody ara rovc Ondoupévove abOic wapifyev éc péour 
h &dHGea wreiove Eavrijc Ureppayouc, ob Ot aypagwy abré povory 
éhéyywy, GAG cal Oe éyypdgwy drodelbewy, xara rév GBéwy ai- 
pécewy orparevopévovc. "Ey robrowe éyvwpilero ‘Hynourroc, ov 
wrelorac Hon mporépor Kexphpeba gwvaice we ay ex rij¢g abrov 
wapadécews riva TY Kara TOUc &mooTddOve waparépevn. "Ev 
wévre O) oy ovyypappaoty, ovroc, TY a&wAava mwapddoow rod 
dmrooroXtKod Knpvyparoc Axdovorary ouvrdéec ypagiic bropynpa- 
riodpevoc, Kad’ by iyywpllero onpalyee xpédvov. Euseb. Hist. 
Eccles. lib. iv. c. 7, 8. 

"Hepagoy dé év robrotc, émi rij¢ exxAnoiac, ‘Hyhourrde re dv 
ioper Ex ray xportpwy, Kal Atovicroc KopirBiwy eéxioxorog, 
Ityurdg re &dXAoc roy émt Kpfrnc éxioxowoc, Bidemmoc re ext 
rovrotc, kal ’AmwoAtvaptoc, kai Medirwy, Movoavdc re, Kal ° 
Mééecroc, cal émt racy Elpnvatog’ dv cal cic hyde ric axoc- 
roXKiig wapaddcewe f Tic vywic wlorews Eyypagocg KarHOev 
épOodokia. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 21. 

‘O pév ovv ‘Hyhourroc, év wévre roic ele Hyde éXMovew tro- 
prhpact, ric lolag yywpne xAnpeordrny pyhpyy Karadédorrev. 
Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 22. 

Hegesippus is similarly praised by Sozomen, who associates 
him as a writer with Clement of Alexandria, jointly bestowing 
upon the two the appellation of men most eminent for their wisdom. 

KAfpne re kat ‘Hyhowrnoc, dvdpec copwraro, ry ray aroord- 
Awy Cradoyy tapaxorovOfoavrec. Sozom. Hist. Eccles. lib. i. c. 1. 
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sentiments of Hegesippus. Therefore, plainly, the 


theological sentiments of Hegesippus must have | 


been trinitarian likewise. 

Such being the case, Hegesippus is a witness : 
who, from his own personal knowledge, vouches 
for the Trinitarianism of all the Churches that he 
visited from East to West; and who states, that 
this precise doctrinal system had, in all the 
Churches, been received from Christ and his 
Apostles *. 

4. With the testimony borne by Hegesippus, 
and with the appeals of Irenéus and Tertullian, 
every other testimony, which can be collected, will 
be found to accord. 

The ract, to which Irenéus and Tertullian pub- 
licly appeal, and upon which they avowedly build 
their argument from prescription, is established, 
as we have already seen at large, by the testimonies 
both of friends and of enemies, by all the ancient 
Creeds of the Catholic Church, by every course 
of Catechetical Lectures delivered to the Compe- 
tentes immediately before their baptism, by the 
public profession of faith made correspondingly at 
the baptismal font by every legitimately interro- 
gated individual, and by all the accredited Apolo- 
gies of the professed defenders of Christians and 
of Christianity *. 


? See below, append. i. numb. 2. 
? See above, book i. chap. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9. 
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5. Finally, the same racris negatively established, 
by the tacit admission of its truth, on the part of 
the numerous heretics, against whom it was argu- 
mentatively produced. — | 

For it is obvious, that, if they coudd, these here- 
tics assuredly would, have effectually confuted the 
argument brought against them, by the very simple 
process of denying the ract upon which the argu- 
ment avowedly reposed. The Fact, however, they 
deny not. Hence we may be morally certain, that 
denial on their part was impracticable. 

III. The ract, therefore ; that, In the days of 
Irenéus and Tertullian, aun the Churches in the 
known world were trinitarian, unanimously asserting 
their common doctrinal system to have been, in each 
of their several successions, derived from the twelve 
Apostles: this Fact, purely as a fact, is, I think, 
on every rational principle of evidence, historically 
indisputable. 

Now, from the ract thus asserted and thus esta- 
blished, Irenéus and Tertullian deduced the follow- 
ing argument against the innovations of heretics. 

Without a single exception, said they, att the 
Churches, in every part of the world, though 
severally deriving their successions from twelve 
different Apostles, notoriously concur in maintain- 
ing, on the plea of well known derivation from 
those Apostles, the doctrine of the Trinity with 
the dependent doctrines of Christ’s godhead and 
incarnation. 











CHAP. X.] «OF: TRINITARIANISM. 257 


' But, at this early period, said they, for we are 
now only in the second century, these various 
Churches cannot be ignorant, either as to what 
Apostle was at the head of their succession, or as to 
what doctrine they have received from him through 
the intervention of no more than one or two de- 
scents: for ignorance, as to this point, is plainly, 
in the very nature of things, morally impossible. 

Therefore the doctrinal system, which, under 
the professed aspect of 4A derivation from their 
several apostolic fountains, they thus hold univER- 
SALLY, must inevitably be the doctrinal system 
which was harmoniously taught by the twelve 
Apostles from the very beginning. 

IV. Such was the argument employed by Ire- 
néus and Tertullian : but, against it, two objections 
may possibly be started: the one, that The doc- 
trine of the Trinity might have been a corruption, 
though doubtless a very early corrupteon, of the 
primitwe fatth ; the other, that Many tndividuals, 
who flourished even prior either to Irenéus or to Ter- 
tullzan, rejected that doctrine together with the ap- 
pended doctrine of Christ's divinity, and yet actually 
claimed to themselves the pratse of having faithfully 
preserved the original apostolic tradition. | 

1. Since we know, it may be objected, that error 
and heresy may creep into the best originally con- 
stituted Societies; and since. the doctrine of the 
Trinity, if a corruption of primitive Christianity, 
must have commenced at some time: how can we 

VOL, I. s 
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be certain, that that doctrine, as held about 70 or 
100 years after the death of St. John, was not, 
however early the period, even then a corruption 
of the pure Gospel as at first delivered by the 
Apostles ? 

The answer to this objective question is con- 
tained in the well established fact of UNIVERSALITY. 

Throughout the known world, att the Churches, 
then in communion with each other, and variously 
deriving their succession from some one of the 
twelve Apostles, agreed in maintaining the doc- 
trine of the Trinity, on the special ground, that, 
through one or two intermediate descents, they 
had severally derived it from the apostolic fountain 
of their ecclesiastical existence. 

Now, though we grant that actual corruption 
must have commenced at some time and may have 
commenced very early; whence we admit the ab- 
stract possibility, that tizs single Church or that 
single Church might, even within a century after 
the death of St. John, have grossly perverted primi- 
tive verity : yet we assert it to be morally empossi- 
ble ; that atu the Churches, in the known world, 
while separated from their respective apostolical 
origins by only one or two descents, should not 
only have corrupted themselves uNIVERSALLY, but 
should likewise have corrupted themselves In THE 
SELF-SAME MANNER; should not only have corrupted 
themselves IN THE SELF-SAME MANNER, but should 
likewise have UNANIMOUSLY concurred in maintain- 
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ing, that a dogma, which, on the theory of its be- 
ing a recent corruption, every individual of ripe 
age must have known to be a recent corruption, 
was nevertheless derived from the primeval teach- 
ing of the twelve Apostles. 

This, on any known and intelligible principles 
of human action, we assert to be morally impos- 
sible. 

Had -the system of modern Antitrinitarianism 
been the doctrinal system delivered to the Catholic 
Church by the Apostolic College, that system, 
agreeably to the excellent canon laid down by 
Dr. Priestley himself, could not have been suddenly 
and unanimously and uniformly exchanged for a 
system of a directly opposite description. 

From the doctrine of Christ’s mere humanity 
to the doctrine of Christ’s incarnate divinity, and 
from the doctrine of Zhe untpersonal existence of 
God to the doctrine of The tripersonal existence of 
God, the transition is too great, the gulf is too 
wide, to be passed unanimously and at a single 
bound and in the course of only a few revolving 
years, while yet not a recorded vestige of any such 
transition should remain. 

But, even if this astonishingly rapid transition 
might, when Irenéus wrote, have occurred in any 
one Church: how, at so early a period, as I have 
already hinted, can we account for a transition, 
from the alleged primitive faith of Antitrinitarian- 
ism to the alleged gross corruption of Trinita- 

s 2 





260 THE APOSTOLICITY [Book 1. 


rianism, at once SUDDEN and UNIVERSAL and UNANI- 
MOUS and UNIFORM ? 

Had adi the Churches, in the first instance, 
received from the Apostles the doctrinal system of 
Antitrinitarianism ; and had any one Church, in the 
course of the first or second descent, exchanged 
Antitrinitarianism for Trinitarianism, that is to 
say, had any ove Church, in the course of the first 
or second descent ceased to revere God in one 
person and begun to revere him in three persons, 
while correspondingly she had ceased to respect 
Christ as an eminent though a mere man and had 
begun to worship him with the highest divine 
honours as the incarnate second person of the 
Deity: what would, nay what must, have been 
the consequence of such a very remarkable occur- 
rence ? 

Doubtless, the yet pure Churches would, with 
one mouth, have exclaimed against their aposta- 
tising sister: or, if some had fallen after her ; the 
rest would only have the more vehemently ex- 
claimed : or, if, yet further, a majority of the 
Charches had, at that very early period when the 
words of the Apostles were still rmging in their 
ears, apostatised after the evil example of the first 
culprit; the deserted minority, we may be sure, 
would have been loud in their expressions of well 
merited condemnation : or, if a well-nigh universal 
corruption had, in the course of only one or two 
descents from thesoundness of primitive orthodoxy, 
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most unaccountably and most incredibly taken 
place; certainly, according to our Lord’s own 
promise that the gates of Hades should never 
entirely prevail against the Communion which he 
had founded, some one solitary Church, deducing 
tts undeniable origin from an Aposile, would have 
been found, a faithful Abdiel, in the midst of 
this strangely general and strangely uniform and 
strangely early and strangely rapid aberration. 

Yet, as put forth even by a single faithful Church 
of apostolic derivation, no protest, against the 
general though sudden corruption of the truth by 
the rapid introduction of Trinitarianism, can, in 
any part either of secular or of ecclesiastical his- 
tory, be discovered. 

So far as the Church Catholic is concerned, 
primitive orthodoxy, if Antitrinitarianism be pri- 
mitive orthodoxy, instantaneously dies, and makes 
no sign. Vainly shall we search the records of 
antiquity for a single protest made by a single 
branch of the Church Universal. 

On the supposition, in short, that Antttrinita- 
rianism in regard to the Deity and mere Humanita- 
rianism in regard to Christ was the genuine aposto- 
ical doctrine ; the FAcT, notoriously familiar in the 
days of Irenéus and Tertullian, and invincibly 
established by.a concurring mass of irresistible _ 
evidence, would plainly have been ImpossIBLE. 

The bare ract ztsel/f, therefore, under the very 
remarkable circumstances of its occurrence, unan- 
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swerably demonstrates : that The doctrine of the 
Trinity, with the dependent doctrines of Christ's 
godhead and incarnation, Must have been the doc- 
trine uniformly delivered, to ALU the successions of 
the Churches, by aut the twelve Apostles. 

2. But it may be said: that some very early 
individuals, who flourished even prior either to 
Irenéus or to Tertullian, denied the divinity of 
Christ, and yet claimed to themselves the praise 
of having faithfully preserved the primitive apos- 
tolic tradition. 

This was the precise case, which the argument, 
in the hands of those two primitive ecclesiastics, 
was constructed to meet. 

All heretics, says Irenéus, are MUCH LATER than 
the Bishops, to whom the Apostles delivered the 
Churches '. 

Whatever is First, says Tertullian, es true: what- 
ever 18 LATER, 78 spurious *. 


* Omnes enim ii valde posteriores sunt quam episcopi, quibus 
Apostoli tradiderunt Ecclesias.—Necessitatem ergo habent 
preedicti heeretici, quoniam sint ceeci ad veritatem, alteram et 
alteram ambulare exorbitantes viam: et, propter hoc, inconso- 
nanter et inconsequenter dispersa sunt vestigia doctrinee ipsorum. 
Eorum autem, qui ab Ecclesia sunt, semita circumiens mundum 
universum, quippe firmam habens ab Apostolis traditionem, et 
videre nobis donans omnium unam et eandem esse fidem.—Et 
Ecclesize quidem preedicatio vera et firma, apud quam una et 
eadem salutis via in universo mundo ostenditur. TIren. adv. 
her. lib. v. c. 17. p. 341. 

? Id esse verum, quodcunque primum: id esse adulterum, 








e 
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Of the individuals in question, there was no ex- 
isting Church or Society: which could derive its 
origin from an apostolical fountain; and which 
could so trace up the succession of its Bishops, 
as to be able to assert, under the aspect of a no- 
torious fact, that the first Bishop received his com- 
mission, either from some one of the Apostles, or 
from some apostolical man himself consecrated by 
an Apostle '. 

On the contrary, these individuals, however they 
might subsequently combine into sects or parties, 
were, in the first instance, mere disconnected indi- 


quodcunque posterius. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 1. Oper. 
p- 405. | 

1 Ita ex ipso ordine manifestatur, id esse dominicum et 
verum, quod sit prius traditum : id autem extraneum et falsum, 
quod sit posterius immissum. Ea sententia manebit adversus 
posteriores quasque hereses, quibus nulla constantia de con- 
scientia competit ad defendendam sibi veritatem. Czeterum, si 
quze audent interserere se eetati apostolicee, ut ideo videantur ab 
Apostolis traditee, quia sub Apostolis fuerunt, possumus dicere : 
Edant ergo origines ecclesiarum suarum; evolvant ordinem 
episcoporum suorum, tta per successiones ab initio decurrentem, 
ut primus ille episcopus aliquem ex Apostolis vel apostolicis viris, 
qui tamen cum Apostolis perseveraverit, habuerit autorem et 
antecessorem. Hoc enim modo, ecclesizee apostolicze census 
suos deferunt: sicut Smyrneorum ecclesia habens Polycarpum 
ab Joanne conlocatum refert; sicut Romanorum Clementem a 
Petro ordinatum refert; proinde utique et ceeterse exhibent, 
quos, ab Apostolis in episcopatum constitutes, apostolici seminis 
traduces habeant. Tertull. de preescript. adv. her. § 11. Oper. 
p..107. 
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viduals. They were universally known, in their 
individual capacity, to have quitted their respective 
Churches, on the precise ground of difference of 
opinion. They, individually, rejected the doctrine 
- taught in the several Churches of which they had 
been members : and, therefore, they left each his 
own proper Church. In short, they were notori- 
ously, what Irenéus calls, ansistents from the pri- 
mitive succession: they were individuals, who fell 
away from the truth, and who then in this place 
or in that place congregated together '. 

Such, invariably, from the apostolic age itself, 
was the devious progress of each early heretic. 

They went out from us, as St. John speaks : but 
they were not of us. For, if they had been of us, 
they would have conTINUED with us. But they WENT 
out, that they might be made manifest that they were 
not all of us’. 


* Quapropter eis qui in ecclesia sunt presbyteris obaudire 
oportet, his qui successionem habent ab Apostolis, sicut osten- 
dimus, qui cum episcopatis successione charisma veritatis cer- 
tum, secundum placitum Patris, acceperunt. Reliquos vero, 
qui ABSISTUNT a& principali successione et quocunque loco colli- 
guntur, suspectos habere, vel quasi heereticos et male: senten- 
tiee, vel quasi scindentes et elatos et sibi placentes, aut rursus 
ut hypocritas questis gratia et vane glorize hoc operantes. 
Omnes autem hi decidunt a veritate. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. 
c. 43. p. 277. 

7 1 John ii. 19. Miramur de Ecclesiis ejus si a quibusdam 
deseruntur, quum ea nos ostendunt Christianos, que patimur 


ad exemplum ipsius Christi. Ex nobis, inquit, prodierunt, sed 
10 
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This being the case, the doctrine, which those 
individuals abandoned, was, of plain necessity, and 
by the very statement of their progress; more 
ancient than the doctrine which they adopted '. 

Consequently, their separation from all the 
apostolical Churches, which were mutually in 
communion with each other, and which univer- 
sally held the same system of doctrine, was itself 
a virtual confutation of their pretensions. 

The sects, which, in the persons of their com- 
ponent individuals, went out from the primitive 
Churches, were inevitably /ater in their origin than 
the primitive Churches from which they went out. 

Hence, as Irenéus and Tertullian justly remark, 
all heretics are more modern than the first Bishops, 
to whom the Apostles delivered the Catholic 
Church: hence the rule of faith, adopted in the 
Catholic Church, is more ancient than any heresy : 
hence this rule, held by the whole Church, is 
questioned by none save heretics: and hence the 
very uniformity of apostolic tradition, in every dis- 
tinct Church at that early period, invincibly de- 
monstrates both its strict accuracy and its perfect 
accordance with the mind of Scripture’. 


non fuerunt ex nobis: si fuissent ex nobis, permansissent utique 
nobiscum. Tertull. de preescript. adv. hser. § 1. Oper. p. 96. 
1 Ideo et sibi damnatum dixit heereticum, quia et, in que 
damnatur, sti BLEGIT. Tertull. de preescript. adv. heer. § 2. 
Oper. p. 97. 
* See Tertull. de preescript. adv. her. Oper. p. 95—112. 
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V. Such, against the various heretics who had 
then started up and who had thus departed from 
the common doctrinal system of the Catholic 
Church, is the famous argument of Irenéus and 
Tertullian: an argument, from the Fact of The 
universal reception of a special Rule of Faith on the. 
universally alleged ground of aboriginal apostolic 
enculcattion, to the concLusion that The doctrines 
propounded tn that Rule of Faith must have been 
recewed from Christ and his Apostles. And, if we 
bear in mind the period when this argument was 
employed; a period, during which no Church was 
separated from the Apostles by more than some 
one or two intervening descents: we shall per- 
haps, under such an aspect, incline to pronounce 
it altogether irresistible. 

I may add: that, powerful as this argument is 
even to our apprehension, we can perhaps form but 
a very inadequate estimate of the overwhelming 
force which it must have possessed when first 
employed. 

The Fact, upon which it is built, I, in the present 


Tertull. adv. Jud. Oper. p. 126, 187, 142. Tertull. adv. 
Marcion. lib. iv. § 4, 5. lib. v. § 38, 39. Oper. p. 226, 327. 
Tertull. adv. Hermog. § 1. Oper. p. 335. Tertull. adv. Prax. 
§ 1. Oper. p. 405. Iren. adv. heer. lib. i. c. 2, 3. p. 34—37. 
lib. ii. c. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 12. p. 169—174, 191, 192. lib. iv. c. 
43, 63. p. 277, 292. See also, in the same line of argument, 
Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. i. Oper. p. 274, 275. lib. vii. p. 765. 
Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i, p. 35, 36. 


ie 


CHAP. X. ] OF TRINITARIANISM. 267 


day, have felt myself obliged to establish by com- 
petent historical testimony ’. 

But, when the argument was originally used, 
the fundamental Fact required no such historical 
establishment. 

Without an effort, it was palpable and obvious 
to every individual throughout the entire world of 
Christianity. Each person was himself an eye- 
witness. In the days of Irenéus and Tertullian, 
the racr of The universal Trinitariunism of the 
whole Catholic Church in all its mutually symbolising 
and mutually communicating branches no more de- 
manded the formality of a grave historic demon- 
stration, than the Fact of The universal Trinita- 
rianism of the entire Anglican Church would now 
demand such a substantiation. Those two early 
Fathers appealed to what was then familiarly 
known to every Christian : and, upon the notorious 
FACT thus appealed to, they framed their celebrated 
argument from universality and prescription *. 


" See above, book i. chap. 10. § 1. 

? Shortly after the time of Theodotus of Byzantium, or about 
the beginning of the third century, Artemon and his followers, 
who had adopted the humanitarian sentiments of Theodotus, 
had the hardihood to assert: that Their doctrine was the real 
old apostolic doctrine ; and that The doctrine of Christ's divinity 
commenced only mith Zephyrinus ee of Rome or about the 
year 198. 

This, consequently, might be urged, as eotewiak resembling 
a formal denial of the racr publicly appealed to by Irenéus and 
Tertullian. 

Little, 
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The whole force of the ancuMent depends upon 
the certainty of the racr: and, at the time when 


Little, however, is its avail: for Irenéus lived and wrote con- 
siderably prior to the year 198; when, according to Artemon, 
the doctrine of Christ’s divinity commenced. If, then, that 
doctrine only commenced in the year 198 ; and if, consequently, 
it was unknown in the Church anterior to that time : how could 
Irenéus have openly asserted, that it was universally held by 
all the Churches throughout the whole world ? 

We may conceive a man’s wish to propagate an opinion: but 
we cannot conceive, how a man, respecting that opinion, could 
dare to assert publicly, as a notorious Fact, what (if the asser- 
tion of Artemon were well founded) both himself and every 
Christian Society must have known to be a notorious FALSE- 
HOOD. 

Dr. Priestley might wish to propagate his own scheme of 
doctrine : but Dr. Priestley would never, like Irenéus, mutatis 
mutandis, have asserted, as a notorious Fact, that AW the 
Churches tn the world were humanitarian and antitrinitarian 
during the eighteenth century. 

I. The extravagant allegation of Artemon, however, as we 
may naturally suppose, was not suffered to pass without imme- 
diate contradiction. 

By the Roman Presbyter Caius, if (as is generally supposed) 
Caius were the ancient writer cited by Eusebius, it was forth- 
with combated, after the only manner in which such allegations 
ought always to be combated. He met it and crushed it by the 
evidence of direct Pacts. 

1. Justin and Miltiades, Tatian and Clement, Irenéus and 
Melito, with various other writers long prior to the time of 
Zephyrinus, had always maintained the divinity of Christ, and 
had unanimously borne witness that such from the first had 
invariably been the doctrine of the entire Church Catholic. 

2. The old liturgical hymns of the Church, in which Christ 
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they wrote, their contemporaries could no more 
doubt the ract, than they could doubt their own 
existence. 


was invoked as God, were still extant, and were still in con- 
stant use. 

3. Victor, the very predecessor of that Zephyrinus with 
whom the doctrine was alleged to have commenced, had ac- 
tually excommunicated Theodotus, because he denied the 
divinity of Christ. 

4. And it might have been added by Caius (as he probably 
did add, for Eusebius professes not to cite the whole of his Work, 
giving us in truth only a very brief portion of it): that the fami- 
liar Creeds of the Church, two of which have been preserved by 
Tertullian and another of which is still extant in the Work of 
the yet earlier apostolic Irenéus, were in the hands of every 
person who had been baptized; and that Theodotus had been 
universally reproached, as the denier of his God, and as the 
founder of what was indignantly called The God-denying Apos~ 
tasy (i) &pynalOeog axocracia), at the very time, when, accord- 
ing to Artemon, no such doctrine as that of Christ’s godhead 
was in existence. See Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. c. 28. 

II. Such monstrous figments are at once put down by Facts. 

So far as its origin is concerned, the speculation of Our 
Lord’s mere Humanity, under one modification or another, was 
doubtless, indeed, as ancient as the apostolic age : for Cerinthus 
who taught the mere humanity of the distinct individual Jesus 
until the Eon Christ descended upon him at his baptism, and 
Ebion who first started the notion of the absolutely mere 
humanity of the single individual Jesus-Christ save that he was 
miraculously born of a virgin, both came within that period. 
But this circumstance no more proves the doctrine itself to be 
apostolical, than a similar antiquity will prove the Gnosticism 
of the yet earlier Docetee to be apostolical. 

All these notions, from the very first, were condemned and 
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To them, therefore, the argument must have 
come home with a cogency and a demonstration, 


rejected, as palpably heretical, by the whole Catholic Church 
in all its branches: while, on the contrary, the doctrine of 
Christ’s Essential Godhead and yet perfect manhood always 
existed, under the precise aspect of the doctrine taught and 
delivered to the Church Catholic by the Apostles themselves. 

III. Chronology is the light of History: and a very brief 
chronological statement will suffice to give the honest inquirer 
a clear view of the real merits of the case. 

1. From the apostolic age down to the Council of Nice, 
seven successive speculatists rejected the doctrine of our Lord's 
proper and essential divinity. 

With regard to the times during which these individuals re- 
spectively flourished, Cerinthus may be ascribed to A.D. 60: 
Ebion, to A.D. 62: Theodotus, to A.D. 195: Artemon, to 
A.D. 205: Beryllus, afterward happily reclaimed by Origen, 
to A.D. 242: Paul of Samosata, to A.D. 265: and Arius, to 
A.D. 317. 

2. All these denied the doctrine of our Lord’s proper and 
essential divinity: though they severally denied it (for error is 
ever various), with different degrees of intensity and with 
sundry shades of discrepance, from the theory which exhibited 
the Christ as the superangelic first-created of all God’s works, 
down to the hypothesis which degraded him to a mere man 
unassociated in the way of union whether permanent or 
transient with any intelligence of a nature superior to the 
human. 

And all these were successively censured and condemned, 
as manifest heretics, who perverted the well-known primeval 
faith received from the Apostles and harmoniously handed down 
in every regular ecclesiastical succession. 

8. Now, from the very nature and necessity of things, it is 
plain: that, had the primitive Church, from the year 60 down 
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of which we can form but a very imperfect con- 
ception. 

It was built upon a public Fact, of which they 
themselves were absolute eye-witnesses: it was 
built upon a public ract, which, being actually 
seen and palpably felt by the whole world of 
Christians, could not possibly, in the very nature 
of things, be disbelieved or even so much as 
doubted. To them, historical demonstration was 
superfluous. Nothing more was requisite, than 
that they should consult their own bodily eye- 
sight. 


to the year 317, been always, on the ground of universal apos- 
tolic traduction, strictly antitrinitarian and humanitarian, this 
circumstance could never have occurred ; for the condemnation 
of those persons must, in that case, have respected, not theér 
departure from the doctrine of Christ's essential divinity, but 
their departure in some instances from the absolutely strict doc- 
trine of Christ's mere humanity. 

What the Church conpgmnep, she could, by no possibility, 
have herself MAINTAINED. 

Her very condemnation, therefore, proves: that, So far from 
holding, she abhorred, as presumptuous tmptettes, ALL the con- 
demned speculations. 


CHAPTER XI. 


RESPECTING THE DIRECT CONNECTION OF THE DOC- 
TRINE OF THE TRINITY WITH THE AGE OF THE 
APOSTLES. 


In the whole of the preceding discussion, it has 
been my object, through various channels, to in- 
quire: Whether, on adequate historical testimony, 
st be possible to ascertain, within the recognised pale 
of the Catholic Church, the positive antiquity and 
apostolical inculcation of the doctrine of the Trinity. 

Or, in other words, it has been my object to 
inquire: Whether there be historical evidence suffi- 
cient to establish the ract; that The doctrine of the 
Trinity, with the dependent doctrines of Christ's 
godhead and incarnation, formed the basis of the 
theological system, which from the very first was 
taught by our Lord and his Apostles, and which from 
the very first was as such recewed by the entire 
Catholic Church in all its several provincial or dio- 
cesan successions. 

That this Fact, s¢mply as a point of history, has 
by a superabundance of testimony been established, 
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I am now at length willing to flatter myself. Yet, 
in conclusion, it may be useful to bring the demon- 
stration to a point: that so I may leave it both 
firmly and distinctly impressed upon the mind of 
the really honest inquirer. 

To such a purpose, I shall ask nothing more 
than the aid of Irenéus and Justin Martyr. For, 
while their joint and concurring evidence is capa- 
ble of being compressed into a space so small as 
to preclude all danger of distracting the attention : 
it is, at the same time, so perfect and so compact, 
that we might well be content to rest upon it the 
absolute decision of the entire question. 

I. Irenéus of Lyons was born in the year 97: 
and he wrote or published his Work against the 
Heresies of the age in the year 175. 

While a young man, as he himself teaches us, 
he was a pupil of Polycarp: which Polycarp was 
himself the disciple of the Apostles and eminently 
of their last survivor the Apostle St. John. 

Hence, though he actually wrote or published 
not earlier than the year 175; yet his strictly 
proper evidence is, in truth, much more ancient : 
for it may justly be deemed the personal evidence 
of his youth ; that is to say, the personal evidence 
of a witness, who was living and learning and 
observing about the year 120 or only about twenty 
years after St. John’s departure. | 
. And hence, on the principle already laid down, 
the Church of Lyons, over which he presided as 

VOL. I. T 
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Bishop, stood, through zs instrumentality, though 
toward the latter end of the second century, sepa- 
rated, only by a single descent, from the Apostles 
themselves: for, between the Apostles and the 
then existing Church of Lyons in the person of 
her Bishop Irenéus, there intervenes only the 
single link of Polycarp. 

1. Now the doctrines, publicly and controver- 
sially alleged to have been transmitted from the 
Apostles to all the various provincial branches of 
the entire collective Church Catholic, are distinctly 
stated or methodically summed up by Irenéus in 
numerous parts of his Treatise against the Here- 
sies of the age. 

(1.) Let us notice, for instance, the following 
statement, with the positive declaration attached 
to it. 

The Church, though dispersed through the whole 
world to the ends of the earth, hath received this 
Faith from the Apostles and thetr disciples. 

She believes in one God the Father Almighty : 
who hath made the heaven and the earth and the seas 
and all things in them. 

And in one Jesus Christ the Son of God: who 
became incarnate for our salvation. 

And in the Holy Ghost: who, through the pro- 
pheis, preached the dispensations,and the advents, and 
the birth from the Virgin, and the passion, and the 
resurrection from the dead, and the incarnate as- 
sumption to heaven, of our beloved Lord Jesus 
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Christ ; and his coming from heaven, in the glory 
of the Father, to recapitulate all things, and to 
raise up all flesh of all mankind : in order that, to 
Jesus Christ, our Lord and God and Saviour and 
King, according to the good pleasure of the invisible: 
Father, every knee may bow, of things in heaven and 
things on earth and things under the earth; and in 
order that every tongue may confess him ; and in order 
that he may in all things execute just judgment. 

Having recewed this declaration and this faith, 
the Church, though scattered throughout the whole 
world, diligently guards it, as if inhabiting only a 
single house : and, in like manner, she believes these 
matters, as having one soul and the same heart: and 
she harmoniously preaches and declares and delivers 
them, as possessing only one mouth. 

For, through the world, there are indeed dissimilar 
languages: but the force of this tradition ts one and 
the same. And netther do the Churches, which are 
Sounded in Germany, belteve otherwise, or deliver 
otherwise: nor do those, which are founded in the 
Iberias, or among the Celts, or tn the East, or in 
Egypt, or in Libya, or in the centrical regions of 
the earth. But, as God’s creature the sun is one 
and the same in the whole world: so likewise the 
preaching of the truth every where shines, and en- 
lightens all men who are willing to come to the 


knowledge of the truth '. 


‘ Tren, adv. heer. lib. i. c. 2, 8. p. 84—36. 
T2 
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(2.) We may notice yet again another doctrinal 
statement. 

The nations of the faithful believe in one God, 
the maker of heaven and earth and all things in 
them through Jesus Christ the Son of God: who, 
out of his exceeding great love toward his own 
creature, submitted to be born of a virgin, in himself 
uniting man to God’. 

(3.) I add yet a third statement of those doc- 
trines, which he attests to be the apostolically re- 
ceived doctrines of the whole Catholic Church. 

Christ himself, the Word of God, the only-be- 
gotten of the Father, ts our God.— Existing in the 
beginning with God, he ts the Word, who was al- 
ways present with the human race, but who, in these 
last times, became passible man, being united to his 
own workmanship. Hence, he did not, for the first 
time, begin to be the Son of God, when he was in- 
carnate and made man: but, on the contrary, he 
had always co-existed with the Father’. 

2. Such were the doctrines, publicly alleged to 
have been transmitted from Christ and his Apostles 
to the entire Catholic Church: and, as Irenéus 
vouches for the universal reception of this faith by 
THE WHOLE CHURCH IN ALL HER BRANCHES; SO is he 
equally explicit as to the mode of its transmission, 
both to himself, and to all the Churches of pro- 


* Tren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 4. p. 172. 
* Tren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 18 p. 206. c. 20. p. 208. 
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consular Asia : amode, which may serve as a copy 
of the mode invariably prevalent in every other 
ecclesiastical succession. 

Polycarp also, who was not only instructed by the 
Apostles and conversed with many of them, but who 
was likewise by the Apostles made Bishop of the 
Church of Smyrna in Asia: this Polycarp always 
taught us those things, which he had learned from 
the Apostles themselves, which he also deliwered to 
the Church, and which alone are true. All the 
Churches in Asia, and they who succeeded Polycarp, 
down to the present day, give testimony to these 
things '. 


1 Tren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 8. p. 171. An exactly similar 
attestation will be found in an epistle of Irenéus to Florinus, 
which has been preserved by the ecclesiastical historian Eu- 
sebius. 

That holy Father professes his distinct recollection, both of 
the very place where his master Polycarp was wont to deliver 
his instructions, of his goings out and of his comings in, of 
the tenor of his life, of the aspect of his body, of the dis- 
courses which he addressed to the multitude, of his narratives 
of the conversations which he had held with John and with 
others who had seen the Lord, and of his habit of relating 
their discourses when he was accustomed to state what he had 
heard from them concerning the Lord and his doctrine as from 
men who themselves had seen the Word of Life. 

All these matters, Irenéus, receiving them direct from Poly- 
carp, declares himself, through God’s assistance, to have faithe. 
fully laid up in his memory: and, alluding to the well-known 
peculiarity attendant upon old age, he observes, that he recol- 
lected them far more precisely and minutely than circumstances 
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3. Here we have the positive and public and 
unambiguous evidence of Irenéus, as to the mode, 
in which the doctrines of Christ’s godhead and of 
the Trinity were transmitted to himself and to the 
Church. 

He declares, that both he himself and many 
others received these doctrines immediately from 
Polycarp: who, says he, always taught us those 
things. 

But Polycarp his master professed, that he had 
learned the doctrines in question from the Apostles 
themselves: and, on the specific ground of that 
authority, he delivered them to the Church; pro- 
nouncing, without reserve or hesitation, that they 
alone are true. 

Therefore the doctrines of the Trinity and of 


of recent occurrence ; for, as he justly remarks, whatever things 
are learned in youth or in boyhood so coalesce with the human 
mind, that they seem (as it were) to become a portion of its 
very self. 

On this principle of his own personal acquaintance with 
primitive apostolic truth, a ract in which it is morally im- 
possible that he could have been mistaken, he reprehends the 
novel heresy of Florinus, as assuredly never taught by those 
Presbyters his predecessors, who had been the immediate dis- 
ciples of the Apostles. 

The confutation is irresistible: for Irenéus must have known, 
whether the speculation of Florinus dtd or did not agree with 
the lessons which he had himself received from Polycarp as 
the doctrines taught by St. John. Evuseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. 
c. 20. 
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the godhead of Christ must inevitably be deemed 
apostolic doctrines. 

4. I must not close these remarks on the testi- 
mony of Irenéus, without noticing a very import- 
ant particular by which it is characterised. 

In confirmation of his assertion, Irenéus, we 
may observe, directly and boldly appeals, both to 
all the Churches of Asia, and to the special suc- 
cessors of Polycarp in the Church of Smyrna. 

Polycarp, says he, always taught us those things, 
which he had learned from the Apostles themselves, 
which he also delwered to the Church, and which 
alone are true. ALL THE CHURCHES IN ASIA, AND 
THEY WHO SUCCEEDED POLYCARP, DOWN TO THE PRE- 
SENT DAY, GIVE TESTIMONY TO THESE THINGS. 

Now, among the Asiatic Churches thus appealed 
to, Polycarp had been a burning and a shining 
light, for the space of more than half a century : 
which period of more than half a century had 
expired only twenty-eight years previous to the 
making of the appeal on the part of Irenéus'. 

Therefore the Churches of Asia and the suc- 
cessors of Polycarp could not possibly have ¢hen 
been ignorant as to the mere naked fact of wHaT 
doctrines were really preached by Polycarp. 


* Polycarp suffered martyrdom in the year 147: Irenéus 
wrote in the year 175. The episcopate of Polycarp, therefore, 
had terminated, only twenty-eight years before Irenéus publicly 
appealed to the Churches of Asia in es to the doctrines 
which he inculcated. 
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Such being the case, I might well urge the moral 
impossibility of any man, gifted with common pru- 
dence, superfiuously hazarding an appeal, which, 
if ill founded, must immediately have been con- 
temptuously rejected. But, in truth, I may do 
much more than barely insist upon an abstract 
difficulty. 

The justice of the appeal may be directly 
evinced by the testimony both of Polycarp himself 
and of the members of his Church who witnessed 
and survived his martyrdom. 

I pratse thee, said the expiring Prelate, J bless 
thee, I glorify thee, with the eternal and heavenly 
Jesus Christ thy beloved Son: with whom, to thee 
and to the Holy Ghost, be glory both now and to all 
succeeding ages '. 

Tt ts impossible for us, said the surviving mem- 
bers of the Church of Smyrna, either to forsake 
Christ who suffered for the salvation of all that shall 
be saved throughout the whole world, or to worship 
any other beside him. For him truly, inasmuch as 
he ts the Son of God, we ADORE: but the martyrs, 
as disciples and imitators of the Lord, worthily wE 
LOVE *. 

The thanksgiving and doxology of Polycarp 
constitute a palpable act of divine adoration, 


' Epist. Eccles. Smyrn. de mart. Polycarp. § xiv. Patr. 
Apost. Cotel. vol. ii. p. 201. 
* Epist. Eccles. Smyrn. § xvii. Ibid. p. 202. 
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whereof the three persons of the Father and the 
Son and the Holy Ghost are the declared objects. 
Polycarp, therefore, himself, fully justifies the ap- 
peal of his pupil Irenéus. 

Nor is the appeal of Irenéus less completely 
justified by the Smyrnéan survivors of Polycarp. 
They acknowledge and vindicate their adoration 
of Christ, as avowedly contradistinguished from 
their mere brotherly dove of the martyrs. Christ 
they worship: but they renounce, as manifestly 
idolatrous, any the least worshtp even of their 
late dear and venerated Bishop Polycarp, when 
such worship is alleged as a circumstance very 
likely to occur. Hence it is evident, that their 
confessed adoration of Christ was strictly divine 
adoration. It was an adoration, which they counted 
themselves justly to pay to the Son of God, who, 
very God himself, had existed (as Polycarp taught 
them) from all eternity with the Father; but 
which they neither did nor could, without gross 
impiety and sacrilegious blasphemy, pay to the 
very holiest of the martyrs: it was, in short, an 
adoration, specially placed in studied opposition 
to that Jove which alone they could conscientiously 
render to the disciples and followers of their ac- 
knowledged Lord and God and Saviour and King. 

II. I am at a loss to understand, how any testi- 
mony can be more compact and decisive and 
perfect in all its parts, than this which we have 
now seen borne by the venerable Irenéus: yet, 
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by the concurrent testimony of Justin Martyr, it 
may at once be rivalled and corroborated. 

The conversion of Justin took place shortly 
after the year 130, or but little more than thirty 
years subsequent to the death of St. John. Hence 
the doctrinal testimony, contained in any- of his 
writings, is in effect the doctrinal testimony of the 
year 130: for about that time it was, that Justin 
was catechetically instructed in the principles of 
Christianity anterior to his participation of the 
sacrament of Baptism. 

Now, in the first of his two Apologies, we read 
the following very important and remarkable pas- 
sage. | 

Not knowing that certain beings were evil demons, 
the ancients called them gods.— We, however, say: 

- that the perpetrators of the enormities ascribed to 
them, so far from being upright agents, are absolutely 
very demons most wicked and most unholy ; for they 
perform actions unlike those of even mere men who 
delight in virtue. On this account, we are called 
Atheists. And truly we confess: that we are indeed 
atheists, in regard to such beings as these who are 
reckoned gods; but we are not atheists, in regard 
to the true God, who is the parent of justice and 
temperance and all other virtues. For HIM, MOST 
ASSUREDLY; AND HIS SON, WHO CAME FORTH FROM 
Him (and who, respecting these things, instructed 
both us and the army of the other good angels that 
Jollow him and that are made like unto him); AND 
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THE PROPHETIC SPIRIT: THESE WE WORSHIP AND WE 
ADORE, honouring them in word and in truth, and, to 
every person who wishes to learn, ungrudgingly 
delivering as we ourselves have, been taught '. 

1. The Apology of Justin being a public docu- 
ment written in the name and on the behalf of the 
Catholic Church, its author, throughout the whole 
composition, adopts a plural phraseology. He 
speaks, not merely in his own name, but in the 
name of the whole body of professing Christians : 
he delivers, not merely his own private specula- 
tions, but the universally received theological sys- 
tem of the entire Church. 

This circumstance inevitably follows, both from 
his uniformly plural language, and from the very 
nature of the composition itself. The passage be- 
fore us, therefore, exhibits, not simply the doctrine 
and the practice of the individual Justin, but col- 
lectively the doctrine and the practice of the 
Catholic Church as that Church subsisted about 
the year 130 or about thirty years after the death 
of St. John. 

2. Such being the case, we learn from the pre- 
sent passage, that the Catholic Church, about thirty 
years after the death of St. John, held, in point of 
belief, the codexistence of three divine persons in 
the one true God ; which three persons she seve- 
rally denominated the Father and the Son and 


* Justin. Apol i. Oper. 43. 
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the Spirit: and from the same passage we yet 
further learn, that, in point of practice, she wor- 
shipped and adored, without giving the least hint 
of there being any difference in the quality and 
the amount of her worship and adoration, these 
three divine persons under the aspect of their 
jointly constituting that alone true God, whose 
essential unity she always most explicitly taught 
and maintained. 

The testimony of Justin to this naked historical 
FACT is, in itself, a matter of the very last import- 
ance. And, even if it vouched for nothing more 
than the ract as I have stated it, we should, I 
think, find it impossible to avoid the conclusion : 
that the doctrine must have been taught, and that 
the practice must have been enjoined, by the 
Apostles themselves. For, if the whole Catholic 
Church were antitrinttarian in the days of St. 
John, that same whole Catholic Church (accord- 
ing to the excellent and self-approving rule laid 
down by Dr. Priestley, that great bodies of men 
do not, soon, or without great causes, change their 
opinions ') could not with one consent have sud- 
denly become avowedly trinitartan in the short 
space of only thirty years after the death of St. 
John. 

3. But, in truth, the testimony of Justin goes 
far beyond the simple Fact: that, About the year 


’ Hist. of Early Opin. book iii. chap. 13. Works, vol. vi. p. 473. 
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130, the whole Catholic Church, in doctrine and in 
worship, was avowedly trinttarian. 

His testimony, be it carefully observed, vouches 
for the yet additional racr: that The Christians 
of that day were ready to deliver their faith and ther 
practice to all who should wish to learn them, even 
as they themselves had been previously taught the 
same faith and the same practice by the regularly 
appointed Catechists their own ecclestastically au-- 
thorised instructors and predecessors. 

Such evidence opens a much more extensive 
view of the question, than the first part of Justin’s 
testimony presented. 

The whole body of Christians, in the year 130, 
both themselves held, and were ready to teach to 
others, the doctrine and adoration of God, even 
the Father and the Son and the prophetic Spirit. 

But this faith and this practice were no upstart 
invention of their own, unknown to and unrecog- 
nised by the generation which anteriorly flourished. 
They had professedly LEARNED them, both the one 
and the other, from the duly appointed and eccle- 
siastically sanctioned Catechists, their spiritual 
seniors and predecessors. The testimony of Jus- 
tin, therefore, vouches, not only for the faith and 
practice of the Catholic Church about the year 
130, but likewise for the faith and practice of the 
Catholic Church during the entire generation which 
preceded the year 130. 

Now the ecclesiastical generation, which pre-. 
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ceded the year 130, must, by the very necessity 
of chronology, have been contemporaneous with 
St. John. Therefore the faith and practice of the 
Catholic Church in the days of St. John must in- 
evitably have been the faith and practice cateche- 
tically delivered to Justin and to the men of his 
generation. 

But this faith and this practice, as Justin, him- 
self, in the name of the whole Catholic Church, 
publicly attests, was The doctrine and the worship 
of the one true God, even the Father and the Son 
and the prophetic Spirit. Therefore the doctrine 
and the worship of the one true God, even the 
Father and the Son and the prophetic Spirit, must 
have been the faith and the practice of the Catho- 
lic Church in the days of St. John and of the 
Apostles his fellows. 

The conclusion, to which we have thus been 
regularly brought, perfectly agrees with the testi- 
mony of Irenéus, which has already been dis- 
cussed : and, so far as I can judge, the final result, 
on the legitimate principles of historical evidence, 
is THE POSITIVE OR APOSTOLICAL ANTIQUITY OF THE 
DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY. 


CHAPTER XII. 


CONCLUDING REMARKS. 


HERE, not improperly, I might bring my investi- 
gation to a close: for I have now accomplished 
the task, which I imposed upon myself. 

Yet, since various objections and apparent dif- 
ficulties, in the way of evidence, have been started 
by writers of the Humanitarian School, it will be 
alike useful and equitable to bestow some time 
and care upon their examination. 

Silence, respecting such a topic, might be mis- 
construed into deliberate unfairness and conscious 
imbecility : an air of suspicion might be thrown 
upon the entire mass of evidence which has been 
produced: those, who have been less familiar 
with inquiries of this nature, might be led to 
imagine, that their confidence had been abused : 
and thus the cause of truth might be made to 
suffer by an omission, which might easily and 
plausibly be exhibited as an intentional and dis- 
honest suppression. 

Hence, on every account, I think it adviseable 
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not to pretermit an examination of the several 
matters which have been adduced by the advocates 
of Humanitarianism. 

I. It may be proper, however, to state: that 
this examination will not respect those abstract 
difficulties in the doctrine of the Trinity, which 
are often urged by modern humanitarian writers 
as inherent in the very tenet itself. 

A consideration of such difficulties enters not into 
the plan of the present Treatise: for the present 
Treatise respects A MERE HISTORICAL QUESTION OF 
MATTER OF FACT. 

As its exclusive object is to demonstrate, upon 
credible testimony, the naked Fact; that The 
doctrine of the Trinity, whether in the abstract it 
be true or whether in the abstract it be false, was the 
doctrine taught from the very first by the Apostles 
and recewed under that precise aspect from the very 

first by the Catholic Church: so, obviously, its 
author is concerned with no difficulties or objec- 
tions, save those which tend to invalidate or to 
set aside the naked ract, which his Treatise, by 
adequate evidence, has undertaken to establish. 

If, on the score of abstract difficulties, a person 
chooses to reject the doctrine of the Trinity ; not- 
withstanding the force of an historical demonstra- 
tion, that, in point of ract, the doctrine was 
taught by the Apostles and was from them pro- 
fessedly received by all the successions of the 
primitive Church Catholic: the author of the 
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present Treatise conceives, that, so far as the 


of his Work is concerned, he has no special busi- 


ness with such an individual. A person, who can 
thus act, must plainly be viewed, not as a believer, 
but as an unbeliever, in divine revelation. 

_II. In truth, nothing can be more childishly un- 
philosophical and illogical, than the too common 
antitrinitarian practice, of starting abstract objec- 
tions to the bare nature of the doctrine itself, and 
of pretending to decide, by the wholly inapplic- 
able argument a priori, the pure historical question 
of Fact, Whether the doctrine of the Trinity is or is 
not a doctrine of Christianity '. 


1 This is the fatal paralogism, which runs, for instance, 
through Dr. Channing’s Discourse on The supertor tendency of 
Unitarianism to form an elevated religious character. 

He reasons abstractedly, against the truth of the doctrine of 
the Trinity, from his own distorted arbitrary statement of its 
alleged moral and intellectual tendency : and, from a rapid view 
of this caricatured portrait, he determines, through the danger- 
ous argumentum a priors and in language which I absolutely 
have shuddered to read; that such a doctrine cannot form a 
part of sincere Christianity. 

I, Now, even to omit the gross sophism of arguing from a 
gratuitous statement of his own which would offensively exhibit 
Trinitarianism as alike absurd and immoral; what can be a 
greater paralogism, than the very PRINCIPLE upon which the 
whole of Dr. Channing’s Discourse is constructed ? 

1. The question is a simple historical question of Fact: the 
question, namely; Whether the doctrine of the Trinity, with the 
dependent doctrine of Christ’s essential deity, was taught by the 
Apostles, and ts propounded in Scripture. 

2. Yet this palpably mere question of Fact, which, like all 

VOL. I. U 
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The province of Reason is, to examine evidence 
as to facts: the business of Faith is, implicitly to 


other similar questions, can only be determined by evidence, 
Dr. Channing actually professes to determine by the application 
of abstract a priori reasoning. 

8. Thus, in former days, did misplaced ingenuity determine, 
in the negative, the question of racr; Whether the Copernican 
System be true, and whether men exist in the supposed para- 
doxical condition of Antipodes : and thus, in the present day, 
does a more eloquent, than logical, American Divine similarly 
determine, in the negative, the question of Fact; Whether the 
doctrine of the Trinity, with the dependent doctrine of Christ's 
true godhead, was taught by the Apostles, and is propounded in 
Scripture. 

II. Dr. Channing, in the exordium of his Discourse, pro- 
fesses his intention of speaking freely, and, some may say, 
severely, of Trinttartanism. 

Far more severely, I fear, has he exposed his own grievous 
departure from the most acknowledged principles of right rea- 
soning. 

I say departure from, not ignorance of ; because his own ad- 
mirable Discourse on The Evidences of Christianity, delivered 
before the American University of Cambridge, precludes all 
possibility of the charitable hypothesis of tgnorance. Rarely 
have I met with a more beautiful, a more compact, and a more 
original, train of reasoning, than that contained in the last men- 
tioned Discourse. 

III. While Dr. Channing would settle an historical question 
of Fact by the application of an abstract argumentum a priori, I 
must honestly admit, that he does indeed darkly hint at a mat~ 
ter, which, if it were capable of substantiation, would doubt- 
less have effectually overturned the entire doctrine of the 
Trinity. 

1. Before a congregation in New York, which probably had 
not much entered into remote ecclesiastical inquiries, he ob- 
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receive any doctrine, which, on sufficient evidence, 
shall appear to have been communicated by divine 
revelation. 


scurely hints at the.dexterously insinuated circumstance : that 
The doctrine of the Trinity was the tnvention of the Priesthood 
during what are usually called the dark ages ; the ages, to wit, 
which succeeded the downfall of the Western Roman Empire, 
and which preceded the revival of science and learning. 

Lest I should be thought guilty of misrepresentation, I sub- 
join Dr. Channing’s own precise words. 

Trinitarianism, instead of teaching an intelligible God, offers 
to the mind a monstrous compound of hostile attributes, BEARING 
PLAIN MARKS OF THOSE AGES OF DARKNESS, when Christianity 
shed but a faint ray, and when the diseased fancy teemed with 
prodigies and unnatural creations. Disc. p. 22. 4th Liverpool 
Edit. 1829. 

2. Now, could Dr. Channing have historically proved, that 
The doctrine of the Trinity originated in the dark ages, or some- 
where (as the chronology of those ages is most commonly ar- 
ranged) between the year 500 and the year 1400: every per- 
son must instinctively perceive, that the cause of Trinitarianism 
is utterly hopeless ; and so, from a too implicit assumption of the 
eloquent preacher’s strict accuracy, it was, I doubt not, judged 
to be, by at least the symbolising portion of the audience as- 
sembled at the dedication of the second congregational unitarian 
church in the city of New York. 

(1.) But is Dr. Channing prepared distinctly to assert, what 
he obscurely though not unintelligibly instnuated to the numerous 
just admirers of his oratorical powers: that The doctrine of the 
Trinity first sprang up in the dark ages ; and, consequently, that 
This monstrous novel compound of hostile attributes was utterly 
unknown and unthought of and unheard of anterior to the sixth - 
century ? 

Such a matter, I much incline to think, he wil] never venture 


u 2 
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Faith and Reason have each their own proper 
domain: and neither of them can, legitimately or 


distinctly to assert. Why, then, should he tnstnuate it, as AN 
HISTORICAL PACT, to a lay congregation at New York ? 

(2.) The Discourse of Dr. Channing, in which, with much 
truth, he professes his intention of speaking severely of Trini- 
tarianism, was a Concio ad Populum, not a Concio ad Clerum. 
This, I think, he ought to have considered. 

Of course, no trinitarian Clergyman would have been moved 
by the allegation: that The doctrine, which he professes and 
through which he hopes to be saved, bears plain marks of those 
ages of darkness, when Christianity shed but a faint ray, and 
when the diseased fancy teemed with prodigies and unnatural 
creations. 

But, with a respectable Layman, unused to ecclesiastical re- 
searches, whether a Trinitarian or an Antitrinitarian, the case 
was very widely and very essentially different. 

Dr. Channing, he would say, publicly assures me: that 
Trinitarianism ts a mere abortion of the dark ages, and that 
thence tt bears plain marks of its origin. Now a well-read and 
a well-principled Divine would never, even in a burst of elo- 
quence, have thrown out such an asseveration, had he not known 
st, from his own personal researches, to be sTRICTLY CORRECT. 
Doubtless, then, by a necessary consequence, the doctrine of the 
Trinity is a mere unauthorised NoveLty : and, as such, it clearly 
can be neither part nor parcel of sincere primitive Christianity. 

(3.) Again I repeat it, that Dr. Channing ought to have con- 
sidered well the component elements of the audience which he 
was addressing, ere he threw out such insinuations, or more 
than insinuations, in a Concio ad Populum. 

8. That we desire to propagate this doctrine, ie he, we do 
not conceal. Disc. p. 5. 

Now I blame no man for propagating the religious system, 
which, after a full and honest and ungarbled examination of 
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harmlessly, encroach upon the domain of the 
other. 
To bring Faith into operation, without sufficient 


“evidence as to the fact of doctrine upon which it © 


is required to operate, is a gross absurdity, worthy 
only of an age of the darkest barbarism and the 
most obtuse superstition. 

But to permit Reason, upon the utter uncer- 
tainty of mere abstract principles, to question the 


evidence, he believes, in the presence of Almighty God, to be 
the truth and the whole truth and nothing but the truth. It 
may, however, be doubted, whether the acquisition of proselytes 
to the cause of Antitrinitarianism, through the medium of a 
popular assurance that The doctrine of the Trinity bears plain 
marks of the ages of darkness, will afford, to the zealous asserter 
of such an extraordinary historical proposition, much comfort 
upon his death-bed. Certainly, it will afford small credit or 
strength to the cause itself. 

4. Dr. Channing’s Discourse has been republished, as a cheap 
Tract for circulation, in England: and I read it in the fourth 
Liverpool edition. Are we, from this circumstance, to conclude : 
that the ministers of our English Antitrinitarian Congregations 
agree with Dr. Channing in his intimation, that The doctrine of 
the Trinity was unknown and unrecognised in the Church until 
it was first invented during those dark ages of which it bears such 
plain marks? 

If they do agree with him: where is their historical evidence 
for the alleged racr? 

If they do not agree with him: how came they, four several 
times, to reprint his extraordinary intimation, mithout the 
slightest note of censure and disagreement ? 

It will be recollected, that the Discourse has been cheaply 
reprinted for the purpose of zopular circulation in England. 
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truth of a doctrine which upon adequate testimony 
has been shewn to have been communicated by a 
revelation from heaven, is an absurdity even yet 
more portentous. 

When a man, upon independent evidence, shall 
once have been fully satisfied of the divine origi- 
nation and the divine authority of Christianity : 
he stands bound, by his own acknowledged pre- 
mises, to receive any doctrine which Christianity 
may propound. 

Henceforth, he is concerned exclusively with 
the question what it really does propound for his 
acceptation. 

Of this question an examination is strictly the 
province of Reason: nor are we at all bound to 
receive any doctrine as a doctrine of Christianity, 
unless by sufficient evidence it can be proved to 
be such. 

~ But, when once a doctrine shall have been 
adequately shewn to be a doctrine revealed by 
Christianity ; Chnistianity itself being viewed, in- 
dependently, as a divine revelation: the operation 
of Reason terminates, and the operation of Faith 
commences. 

The doctrine in question may, or may not, be 
encumbered by abstract difficulties: but these 
come not legitimately within the province of 
Reason. | 

It is sufficient: that The doctrine has been as- 
certatned to have proceeded from God. 
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Reason, in the ascertaining of this ract, has 
done her duty: and, at this point, she must be 
content to give place to Faith. 

Let it only be proved, on competent testimony, 
that A doctrine has really proceeded from God: and, 
by the strictest principles even of Reason herself, 
the sole future intellectual business of man is 
humble and implicit Belief. 
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NUMBER I. 


RESPECTING THE ANTENICENE INTERPRETATION OF PASSAGES IN 
SCRIPTURE, THE IMPORT OF WHICH 1S LITIGATED BETWEEN THE 
TRINITARIAN AND THE ANTITRINITARIAN. 


INDEPENDENTLY of the general drift and purpose of Holy 
Scripture, the Trinitarian is wont to adduce a variety of par-— 
ticular passages upon which he confidently builds his own sys- 
tem of Theology. 

. The Antitrinitarian, however, denies, that these passages 
give any warrant for such a system: and he assigns to them a 
sense totally different from that, which his opponent has been 
accustomed to assign to them. 

So far as AuTHoRITY is concerned, each professes to build his 
scheme of doctrine upon Scriprvre. But then the Scripture, 
to which they alike appeal, is, obviously, not Scripture in the 
abstract, but Scripture understood according to a particular 
interpretation. 

Such being the case, the true question is not; Whether 
ScRIPTURE ought to be THE AUTHORITATIVE RULE OF FAITH: for 
here, with the perhaps insulated exception of Dr. Priestley, who 
roundly declares, that, even if the doctrine of the Trinity were 
found in Scripture, it would be impossible for a reasonable man 
to believe it (Hist. of Early Opin. Introd. sect. iv. Works, vol. 
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vi. p. 38, 34.) ; here, I suppose, there is no discrepance of 
opinion. 

But the true question is: What is that right INTERPRETATION 
of Scripture, which, on some rational and intelligible principle, 
presents to us tts morally certain import. See above, book i. 
chap. 9. 

I. Taking up Scripture, as he would take up any other book 
written for the purpose of being generally and easily under- 
stood, the Trinitarian usually contends: that the passages, ad- 
duced by him, ought to be interpreted according to the natural 
and obvious purport of the phraseology in which they are 
couched ; and that an interpretation, conducted on this princi- 
ple of conventionality, without which no language can convey 
any definite meaning, will assuredly bring out the doctrines of 
Christ’s godhead and the Trinity. 

II. But, to this principle of interpretation, the Antitrinitarian 
objects: and his objection he labourg, at the same time, to 
clothe with at least a decent semblance of plausibility. 

1, On the present topic, let us hear the decision of Mr. 
Belsham. 

Impartial and sincere inquirers after truth must be particu- 
larly wpon their guard against what is called THE NATURAL 
SIGNIFICATION OF WORDS AND PHRASES.—Z/¢ is very possible: 
that men, who lived two thousand years ago, might annex very 
different ideas to the same words and phrases. So that the sense, 
which appears most foreign to us, might be most natural to thém. 
Belsham’s Calm Inquiry, p. 5. 

2. We may also hear, with considerable advantage, the state- 
ment of Dr. Carpenter. 

We are of opinwn: that THE PLAIN AND OBVIOUS SENSE OF 
THE WORDS OF SCRIPTURE 13 not that; which, from long hatit, 
may have become familiar to the mind ; and which, from its 
general diffusion, may now appear to be the plain and obvious 
sense, even to the poor and unlearned: but that ; in which they 
would be readily understood by those persons, who, from native 


use, without any particular cultivation of mind, were conversant 
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with the phraseology of the languages tn which they were writ- 
ten, and who had, from the same cause, those turns of thought 
and habits of imagination, which would enable them, without 
hesitation, to understand the force of expressions, which, when 
literally rendered into our language and referred to our modes 
of thinking and feeling, are either dark (if not incomprehenstble ) 
or excite tdeas widely different from the meaning of the author. 
Carpenter’s Unitar. p. 5, 6. 

III. Dr. Carpenter, we see, by a reference to other ages and 
other climes, wishes to persuade us; that The present obvious 
sense of Scripture, IN THIS REALM OF ENGLAND, ts NoT really its 
obvious sense: while Mr. Belsham exhorts us to be particularly 
on our guard against what is called The NATURAL signification 
of words and phrases. 

Now, of this caution, without a due attention to which the 
plain english scriptural reader of modern days will inevitably 
fancy that The Bible teaches the doctrines of Christ's godhead 
and the Trinity, the avowed ground is: that, MANY YEARS AGO, 
in the time of the primitive Church, and tn the regions of Greece 
and Asia, the passages, which now, in their natural construc- 
tion, inculeqte those doctrines, conveyed, to the minds of the 
early believers, no such doctrines as their natural and obvious 
import. 

The determination of the question, therefore, is expressly 
referred to the judgment of the primitive Church. 

IV. This appeal the Trinitarian freely accepts. For, though, 
strictly speaking, he defers nothing, te the early ecclesiastical 
writers, in the way of PERSONAL AUTHORITY ;: yet, on the legiti- 
mate principle of historiography, he defers much, to then, in 
the way of PERSONAL TESTIMONY. 

The true doctrine, concerning the person of Christ, must be 
allowed to have been held by the Apostles. : 

They, no doubt, knew : whether Their Master was, only a man 
like themselves, or their Maker. 

Their immediate dtsctples would recetve and maintain the 


same doctrine that they held. 
10 
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And it must have been some time: before any other could 
have been introduced and have spread to any extent ; and, espe- 
cially, before it could have become the prevailing opinion. 
Priestley’s Reply to Animad. sect. iv. Works, vol. xviii. p. 23. 

V. These are golden sentences: and, in the delivering of 
them, Dr. Priestley breathes the very spirit of Irenéus and 
Tertullian. 

1. If, through the instrumentality of the early ecclesiastical 
writers employed solely in the way of CREDIBLE EVIDENCE, we 
can ascertain the mode in which the litigated texts were under- 
stood by the primitive Church: we shall have advanced as near 
to absolute truth of exposition, as perhaps the nature of moral 
testimony will admit. 

For, in whatever sense the texts were understood by those, 
who had conversed, either with the Apostles, or with their 
immediate and almost immediate successors: in that sense we 
can scarcely doubt of their having been understood by the 
Apostles themselves. 

(1.) Thus, for instance, an interpretation, propounded by 
Irenéus, who expressly declares that he received his system of 
doctrine from Polycarp who similarly professed that he had 
received it in the first instance from St. John, cannot, on the 
principle so judiciously laid down by Dr. Priestley, be pirectLy 
OpPosITE to the mind of St. John. 

When comparatively unimportant texts are discussed, Irenéus 
may doubtless give merely his own sense: because, very pos- 
sibly, he may never have learned what was the precise apostolic 
exposition. 

But, in the case of texts, the interpretation of which involves 
such an immense and vital discrepance of opinion, as Whether 
Christ was a mere man, or Whether he was a man incomprehen- 
sibly united with the second person of a divine Trinity: in the 
case of such texts, it is impossible to believe; that lrenéus 
could have hazarded an interpretation DIRECTLY OPPOSITE to 
what must have been then universally known as the interpreta- 
tion of an inspired Apostle. 
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(2.) This being the case, if the primitive Church, as Dr. 
Priestley contends, were antitrinitarian and humanitarian : then, 
assuredly, the early current expositions .of the various litigated 
texts will be found, either exactly to agree with the modern 
antitrinitarian expositions of them, or at least in principle 
strictly to harmonise with such expositions. 

But, if the primitive Church were trinitarian, and if she held 
the doctrine of Christ’s essential divinity: then, obviously, the 
early current expositions of the litigated texts will be found, 
substantially and systematically, to agree with those expositions 
of them, which are advocated, as their plain and natural im- 
port, by modern Trinitarians. 

2. Let, then, the texts in question, through the medium of 
historical testimony as afforded by the early Antenicene Fa- 
thers, be referred to the decision of the primitive Church. 

According to Dr. Priestley himself, the text is UNEXCEPTION- 
ABLE: and both Mr. Belsham and Dr. Carpenter, unless I 
wholly misunderstand them, appeal to it from the NATURAL sig- 
nification of words and phrases, as that signification presents 
itself to our modern english apprehension. 

Nor, in truth, is there any other process, by which we can 
more reasonably hope to attain a moral certainty in regard to 
the true sense of Holy Scripture. 

If, by the primitive Church, the litigated texts were invariably 
understood in an antitrinitarian sense: who does not instinc- 
tively see and feel, that the cause of Trinitarianism is altogether 
desperate ? 

And, on the other hand, if, by the primitive Church, the 
litigated texts were invariably understood in a trinitarian sense : 
who does not immediately perceive the utter hopelessness of the 
cause of Antitrinitarianism ? 

A trinitarian Church can no more adopt and advocate an 
antitrinitarian exposition of Scripture, than an antitrinitarian 
Church can adopt and advocate a trinitarian exposition. 

As the exposition is, so will the Church be: and, since the 
present inquiry regards the exposition familiarly and systemati- 
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cally adopted by the primitive Church ; as the exposition adopted 
by the primitive Church is, so will be the doctrine maintained 
and inculcated by the Apostles. 

VI. Respecting the texts litigated between the modern Tri- 
nitarian and the modern Antitrinitarian, Mr. Belsham and Dr. 
Carpenter rather insinuate than directly assert, that the early 
Christians understood them after some such manner as they 
themselves recommend. But Dr. Priestley, more bold or less 
guarded, has resorted to open and undisguised asseveration. 

It will also, says he, weigh much with those, who are apt to 
lay great stress on the usual construction of SOME PARTICULAR 
TEXxTs, to constder: that, tn those early times, the Scriptures 
were constantly read, by persons better qualified to understand 
the language of them than we at this time can pretend to be, 
WITHOUT SUGGESTING ANY SUCH NOTIONS OF THE DIVINITY OR THE 
PREEXISTENCE OF CHRIST AS ARE NOW SUPPOSED TO BE CLEARLY 
CONTAINED IN THEM. Letters to Bp. Horsley, part ii. pref. 
Works, vol. xviii. p. 148. 

VI. Such is the broad and direct asseveration of Dr. 
Priestley. 

1. Now I have carefully perused his two historical Works : 
but I do not recollect the adduction even so much as of a single 
solitary instance, in which any one of those PARTICULAR TEXTS 
is, by the primitive Church, understood and interpreted, as 
modern Antitrinitarians understand and interpret them. 

Doubtless, we have Dr. Priestley’s own word, for the alleged 
very important Fact: that The texts, now litigated between 
Trinitarians and Antitrinitarians, suggested not, to their primi- 
live readers, any such notions of the divinity or the préexistence 
of Christ, as are at present supposed to be clearly contained 
in them. ) 

Yet, surely, it were no unreasonable demand: that the Histo- 
rian’s own word, however great in some quarters may be its 
weight, should have been substantiated by a decent sufficiency 
of adequate tangible evidence. 

As the matter now stands, we have broad assertion without a 
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shadow of proof. The vast importance of primitive interpreta- 
tion is evidently felt and fully allowed. Dr. Priestley assures 
his readers: that Primitwve interpretation ts altogether on the 
side of Antitrinitarian Humanitarianism. And, thence, with 
much sound judgment, he constructs an argument: which, as it 
clearly ought to do, will weigh much with those who are apt to 
lay great stress on the usual construction of soME PARTICULAR 
TEXTS. 

From the alleged fact, his reasoning is quite unexceptiona- 
able. Nothing is wanted, but A SUBSTANTIATION OF THE 
ALLEGED FACT ITSELF. 

The alleged ract, however, is wholly unsubstantiated : nor, 
in support of it, is even so much as one poor specimen of primi- 
tive interpretation adduced by the positive historian. 

Must we censure him for this total laek of evidence ? 

Verily, in no wise. Ex nihilo nihil ft. Evidence to the 
alleged Fact exists not: and Dr. Priestley was not bound to 
produce a non-entity. 

2. But the worst of the matter is: that the case is not merely 
a case of negativeness. 

So far at least as my own inquiries have extended through 
the period which preceded the first Nicene Council, I invariably 
find; that THE NATURAL SIGNIFICATION OF WORDS AND PHRASES, 
against which we are cautioned by Mr. Belsham and Dr. Car- 
penter, is precisely the signification delivered by the early ec- 
clesiastical writers: I invariably find ; that, in their exposition 
of the PARTICULAR TEXTs alluded to, those writers agree, not 
with modern Antitrinitarians, but with modern Trinitarians. 

In no one instance have I fortuned upon a text, interpreted, 
as Dr. Priestley or Mr. Lindsey or Mr. Belsham or Dr. Car- 
penter would interpret it. 

With rare uniformity, every exposition, which I have en- — 
countered, is strictly trinitarian. 

Never, so far as I have observed, do the Antenicene Writers, 
in their interpretation of the PARTICULAR TEXTs, favour the 
cause of Dr. Priestley. More fancifully than soberly (let us 

VOL. I. x 
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forgive them this wrong), they will sometimes, indeed, discover 
the doctrines of Christ’s godhead and the Trinity in texts, 
which the severity of no modern Catholic would allow him to 
adduce. But, as for the PARTICULAR TEXTS, here they all agree in 
one and the same story : and, unfortunately for the Historian’s 
argument from an alleged Fact, that story is Not the story, 
which he would narrate. 

8. I may add yet another matter, which ought not to be 
altogether pretermitted. 

Up to the very apostolic age, the early writers cite, as un- 
doubtedly genuine, those exordia of the two Gospels by Mat- 
thew and by Luke, which the tardy sagacity of the Editor of 
the Improved Version of the New Testament has at length dis- 
covered to be interpolations: and, on the high authority of 
Irenéus, we learn; that the daring excisions of Marcion, the 
very Magnus Apollo of the Editor, were conducted on no cri- 
tical principle whatsoever; but that he hacked and slashed 
away what the whole Catholic Church had always received as 
canonical, for not any more cogent reason, than a mere, though 
decided, contrariety to his own speculative innovations. _Iren. 
adv. heer. lib. i. c. 29. p. 82, 83. _ 

4. On the whole, therefore, I venture to infer: that the 
constant reading of the Scriptures, in those early times, by per- 
sons (as Dr. Priestley remarks) better qualified to understand 
the language of them than we at this time can pretend to be, 
must have suggested precisely such notions of the divinity and 
the preéxistence of Christ, as by Trinitarians are now supposed 
to be clearly contained in the particuLAR TExTs under litigation. 

VIII. If, however, the Historian’s directly opposite assertion 
be accurate : it will be an easy task for some one of his lettered 
followers to verify it by a copious adduction of those early 
antenicene interpretations of the PARTICULAR TEXTS in question, 
which shall be uniformly found to correspond with the inter- 
pretations proposed either by himself or by any other modern 
Antitrinitarian. 

Meanwhile, it is my own business, through the medium of an 
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exactly similar process, to justify the inference, which I myself 
have ventured to propound. 

For this purpose, I shall simply bring forward, in the original 
Greek or Latin, various specimens of early antenicene exposi- 
tion selected out of a much more ample collection: that so the 
painful enquirer, distrusting peradventure any translation of 
mine, may weigh and judge for himself. 

Such a plan strikes upon my own apprehension, as being by 
far the most equitable: and it is hoped, that a moderately ex- 
tensive production of original antenicene passages may be 
neither useless nor unacceptable to the diligent and honest 
student in Theology. 





TEXT I. 
Gen. i. 16, 26. ili. 22. 


Kat drotncev 5 Osd¢ rove dbo gwortiipac roc peyadove. 
—Kai eaev 5 Osdc’ Tomowuevy avOowrov xar elkdva 
nucrépav.—Kai elrev 6 Oedc’ ‘[dod, "Adau yéyovey we 
aicik Guo: 


1. El yap po) FAGer év capkl, ric dv éowOnpey dvOpwro, BrE- 

wovrec abrév; “Ort rov péddovra pr) elvar Frwy, Epyow yepor 
abrot txdpxovra, Bréxovrec, obx ioybovew eic dxrivac abrot 
dvrog@adpjoa. Barnab. Epist.c. v. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. 
1. p. 16, : 

2. Aéyee rg Yig* Wothowpev, car’ eixdva cal cal’ dpoiwory 
dyer, rov &vOpwxov. Barnab. Epist.c. vi. Cotel. Patr. Apost. 
vol. i. p. 19. 

8. Filius quidem Dei omni creatura antiquior est, ita ut in 
consilio Patri suo adfuerit ad condendam creaturam. Herm. 
Past. lib. iii. simil. 9. § 12.. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. i. 
p- 118. ; 
x2 
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4. Kai rovro atro, & pido, etxe xat dra Mwotéwe 6 rot Oeod 
Adyoe, pnviwy Hpyiv, dy éhrwoe, rov Oeov Eyer rovty abry re 
vohpart ext rij¢ rooewe Tov dvOpexov, Aéywv ratra’ Lomowper 
&vOpwmroy car’ elxdva iperépay.— 

Kal, Srwe ps) dd\Adaoorrec rove mpodedeypévoue Aéyoug Exeiva 
AEynre & of deddoxadot tydy Aéyovary, H Ere wpde Eavrov Edeyer 
6 Cede, Tomowper, orotov cal hpetc, péddovrég re worely, wod- 
Adxee xpdc Eavrouc Aéyopev, Hothowper* 7 Ere xpd ra orotyeia, 
rouréort riy yijv cal ra Edda dpolwe, & dv vootper rov dvOpw- 
mov yeyovévat, Oecd elpnxévar, Hohowper’ Ad-youc rove elpn- 
pévouc Ux’ abrov rou Mwoctwe rddey icrophow, & dv dvapgidéz- 
Two mpdc¢ Tiva Kai dpiOpug oyra Erepov, NoyiKdy Umdpyorra, wpi- 
Anxévat abroy éxcyvevat Exoper. 

Eiat dé of Adyoe ovroe’ Kal elev 6 Oede’ “Idov, ’"Aday yéyover 
we ele €£ pay, rov yewwoxey Kadoy Kat woynpdr. 

Odour cixwy, ‘Oc ele && huiv, cal dpiOuor rotc dAAhAOC ovv- 
édvtrwy, kalro éXdxioroy dbo, peuhvexey ; Ob yap, dxep fy wap’ 
iply Acyopévn aipeotc Goyparile, gpainy dy éyw ddrAnOec elvat, 
ui éxelync didacxador drodeita divayvrat, re dyyédote EXeyer, 7} 
dri dyyéAwy woinua iy 7o cpa rd dyOpwreov' dd\AGd rovro TO 
r@ Ovrt awxo rov [larpdg mpofAnBer yévynua xpd wayrwy rev 
rownparwy ouvijv re Warpi, cat rovry 6 THardp xpocopurei’ we 6 
Adyoc ta rov Lodopdvoc edjrweey, Sri cai dpy?) xpd rdyrwy ray 
rownparwy rour aro kal yévyynpa bro rov Oeov éyeyévynro, 6 
Zogia dia Todropwvoc xadeirar. Justin. Martyr. Dial. cum 
Tryph. Oper. p. 221, 222. 

5. Kai wader, drav Aéyy O Adyor eipyxévar row Oedy ty apy, 
"Idod "Adap yéyover we ele ef iywv" ro Oe, ‘Oc ele ef hyper, xal 
avré &pOuou Ondwrikdy éorty.— 

“Ore yeyervijoOat bro rov Tlarpé¢ rovro ro yévynpa xpo warvrwy 
drdwe rwy Kriapdrwy, 6 Adyoo é6hdov’ Kal Tro yevvwpevor row 
yevvurroc dpb Erepdy éort, rac dortcoby Spodoyhoes. Justin. 
Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 281. 

6. Homo est autem temperatio anime et carnis, qui secun- 
dum similitudinem Dei formatus est et per manus ejus plas- 
matus est: hoc est, per Filium et Spiritum, quibus et dixit; 
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Faciamus hominem. Iren. adv. her. lib. iv. im preefat. 
p- 232. 

7. Non angeli fecerunt nos, nec nos plasmaverunt; nec 
angeli potuerunt imaginem facere Dei; nec alius quis, preeter 
Verbum Domini; nec Virtus longé absistens a Patre univer- 
sorum. Nec enim indigebat horum Deus ad faciendum que 
ipse apud se prefinierat fieri, quasi mpse suas non haberet 
manus. Adest enim ei semper Verbum et Sapientia, Filius et 
Spiritus, per quos et in quibus omnia liberé et sponté fecit: ad 
quos et loquitur, dicens; Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et 
simslstudtnem nostram. Iren. adv. her. hb. iv. c. $7. p. 266. 

8. Glorificabitar autem Deus m suo plasmate, conforme 
Hlad et consequens suo Puero (r@ Hacé) abrev) adaptans. Per 
manus enim Patris, id est per Fihum et Spirttum, fit homo 
secundum smilitudinem Dei. Iren. adv. her. lib. v. ¢. 8. 
p- $22. 

9. Idem ipse, qui ab imitio plasmavit Adam, cum quo et 
loquebatur Pater, Faciamus hominem secundum imaginem et 
similitudinem nostram, in novissimis temporibus semetipsum 
manifestans hominibus, ei, qui ab Adam czcus fuerat, formavit 
visionem. Et, propter hoc, Scriptura, significans qued futurum 
erat, ait, abseondito Adam propter inobedientiam, Dominum 
venisse vespere ad eum, et dixisse: Ubi es? Hoc est, quontam | 
in novissimis temporibus ad ipsum venit Verbum Dei advocare 
hominem, recommemorans in eo opera sua, in quibus degens 
absconditus fuerat Domino. _Iren. adv. her. lib. v.c. 14. § 2. 
p- 336, 337. 

10. ‘O d& adyabog Ma:daywyoc, 4 Zogia, ¢ Adyoe row Ilarpoc, 
6 Snpuovpyhoac roy &vOpwroy, Sdov Kkhderac rov rAdoparos, 
Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. i. c. 2. Oper. p. 81. 

11. Sic enim preefatio Patris ad Filtum: Factamus hominem 
ad imaginem et similitedinem nostram. Et fecit hominem Deus, 
id utique quod finxit, ad tmaginem Dei fecit illum, scilicet 
Christi. Et Sermo enim Deus: qui, in effigie Dei constitutus, 
non rapinam existimavit pariart Deo. Tertull. de resurr. carn. 
§ 5. Oper. p. 49. 
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12. Si te adhuc numerus scandalizat Trinitatis quasi non 
connexe in unitate simplici, interrogo, quomodo unicus et singu- 
laris pluraliter loquitur; Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et 
similitudinem NosTRAM : cum debuerit dixisse; Factam hominem 
' ad imaginem et similitudinem MEAM ; utpote unicus et singu- 
laris? Sed et, in sequentibus; Ecce Adam factus est tanquam 
UNUs EX NoBis : fallit aut ludit, ut, cum unus et solus et sin- 
gularis esset, numerosé loqueretur. Aut nunquid angelis loque- 
batur, ut Judsei interpretantur, quia nec ipsi Filium agnoscunt : 
an quia ipse erat Pater, Filius, Spiritus, ideo pluralem se prees- 
tans, pluraliter sibi loquebatur? Imo quia jam adherebat illi 
Filius, secunda persona, Sermo ipsius; et tertia, Spiritus in 
Sermone: ideo pluraliter pronunciavit, Faciamus et Nostra 
et Nosis. Cum quibus enim faciebat hominem, et quibus 
faciebat similem ? Filio quidem, qui erat induiturus hominem ; 
Spiritu vero, qui erat sanctificaturus hominem: quasi cum 
ministris et arbitris, ex unitate Trinitatis, loquebatur. Tertull. 
adv. Prax. § 9. Oper. p. 412. 

13. Quis enim non secundam Filii post Patrem agnoscat esse 
personam, cum legat dictum~a Patre consequenter ad Filium ; 
Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem nostram: et 
post hec relatum; L£¢t fecit Deus hominem, ad imaginem Det 
fecit sllum? Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 617. 

14. ‘O ydp row Oeod Yidc, 6 xpwrdroxog acne xrigewe, ci cal 
yeworl EvnvOpwryxévat Edotev, dAN’ ovre ye Ota rovro véo¢ orl. 
IIpecBtraroy yap atray wavrwy roy Snpovpynpdrwy teaow of 
Oeios Adyou" cal abrg@ rov Oeoy, wept rijc rov dvOpwrov onpuovp- 
ylac, elpnxévac’ Tlomjowper &vbpwxov kar’ eixéva xat optalwocy 
jperépay. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. v. p. 257. 

15. ‘O 6& évredAGpevocg trépw évrédAXerae revi’ Sy obe dAdow 
werelapela 7 Toy povoyerf Yidv rov Ocov Ocoy, g cai ele’ . Tor- 
hawpev dvOpwroy xar’ elxéva cai dpolwory jperépay. Concil. 
Antioch. Epist. ad Paul. Samos. apud Routh. Rel. Sacr. vol. ii. 
p- 466. | 


ED, ey, pee 
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TEXT Il. 
Psaum Ixxii. 5. 


Kat ovprapapevet ry nAlw, nat rod Tie oeAhvne yevedc 
YEVEWY. 


Kai Aafaié dé wpe fAlov cat cedhyne Ex yaorpoc yerynOjoeobar 
avroév xara ry rov Tlarpog BovAdy exipute’ nal Gedy loyxupoy cai 
mpooxuynroy, Xptorov oyra, éondwoe. Just. Dial. cum Tryph. 
Oper. p. 285. Comp. Ibid. p. 224. 


——s 
TEXT HI. 
PsaLM CX. i. 

Elev 6 Kipioc re Kuply pov’ Kaov tk deEiov pou 


fwe Gv 00 rove éyOpobe cou brorddiov Trav rodwy cov. 


Animadverte etiam Spiritum loquentem ex tertia persona de 
Patre et Filio: Diztt Dominus Domino meo, sede ad dexteram 
meam, donec ponam tnimicos tuos scabellum pedum tuorum. 
Tertull, adv. Prax. § 9. p. 412. 


TEXT IV. 
Esat. liii. 8. 
Ty yevedy avrov rie Sinyhoerat; 


1, Generationem ejus quis enarrabit ? quoniam homo est : et 
Quis agnoscet eum ? Cognoscit autem illum is, cui Pater qui est 
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in coelis revelavit: at intelligat, quoniam is, qui non voluntate 
carnis neque ex voluntate viri natus est filius hominis, hic est 
Christus Filius Dei vivi. Quoniam enim nemo in totum ex 
filiis Adz Deus appellatur secundum eum, ut Dominus nomi- 
natur, ex Scripturis demonstravimus: quoniam ipse proprié, 
preeter omnes qui fuerunt tunc homines, Deus, et Dominus, et 
Rex aeternus et unigenitus, et Verbum incarnatum preedicatum, 
adest videre omnibus qui vel modicum de veritate attigerint. 
Tren, adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 21. p. 212. 

2. Kal ro "Hoatay gdvacy Thy yevedy abrot ric dunynoerac ; 
dvexduyynroy Exovra ro yévog abroy édfrov. Odbdele yap, dvOpw- 
moc wy && dvOpwxwy, dvexdehynrov Exec Td yévoc. Justin. Dial. 
cum Tryph. Oper. p. 235. Vide etiam Ibid. p. 202, 228. 


TEXT V. 
Esai. vii. 14. Marr. i. 23. 


"1d0d 4 wapBévoc év yaorpl fa, cal réEerat vid, xai xa- 
Afsovar 76 Gvoua avrov "Eupavounr* & gore peOeounver- 
Suevov, MeO tyuwy 5 Cede. 


1. Ele larpdc éort, capKixdg Te Kai rvevpariKog, ‘yerynrog Kai 
dyévynroc, Ev aapki yevdpevog Oedc, év Oavdry Cw) ddrnBivn, 
kat &x Maplac xal ex Oeov, rpwrov waOnroc xai rére drabijc. Ig- 
nat. Epist. ad Ephes. § 7. Cot. Patr. Apos. vol. ii. p. 13. 

2. 'O ydp Oede huwy "Ineotc 6 Xprorde éxvogopyOn bro Mapiac 
car’ olxovoplay OcoH, éx orépparoc pev AaBid, vedparoc dé “Aylov. 
Ibid. § 18. p.15. 

8. "Ere xal iva, Sy rpdwov yéyovey év xéopy yervnOelc, exc- 
yrovat Exworv ot morevovrec abre vOpwra, ded rot abrov 
"Hoatov ro xpogyrikoy Ilvetpa we pédrAe yivecBat xpoepijrevoey 
otrwe'—ldov 4 xapOévoc év yaorpi AhWerar, kai réterac viay, cal 
kadégerat ro Gvoua avrov "EuparovyrA.— Ore prev ov, tv rp 
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yévet rp Kara odpca rov "APpady, ovdeic ovdéwore dxd rapfEvou 
yeyérnrat, obdé édexrar yeyernpévoc, dAN i ovrog 6 Hpuerepor 
Xptordc, waot pavepdy éorcy, Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. 
p. 203. 

4. Tov Xptoroy rovroy rov Geo Yio, 5¢ cai xpo iwopdpov cai 
wehhryc hy, cal dead rijc wapOévou rabrac rij¢ dxd row yivove row 
AaBid yevynOijvac capxoranOele Yrepevey. Ibid. p. 204. Vide 
etiam Ibid. p. 256, 260. 

5. “Ore cat ‘Tncotg Fr 6 Mooi cal rg ’ABpady cal rei¢ GAdore 
éxduic rarpidpyxacc pavetc cal omcdhoac, rg row Harpoc OeAqpars 
trnperor, drédeda*® Sc cal &vOpwewoc yerynOivat aca ric wap- 
Gévov Maplac 4AGe, xal gor dal, épw. Odroc yap éeriy, de’ od 
Kal rov ovpavdy Kal riy yijy, kal de ov, 6 Hardp pédret xacvovp- 
yeiy. Ibid. p. 266. 

6. Sed et Mattheeus unum et eundem Jesum Christum cog- 
noscens, eam quee est secundum hominem generationem ejus 
ex virgine exponens, sicut promisit Deus David, ex fructu 
ventris ejus et excitaturum se seternum regnum, multo prius 
Abrahee eandem faciens promissionem, ait: Liber generationis 
Jesus Christi, filis David, filts Abraham. 

Dehinc, ut hiberaret mentem nostram a suspicione que est 
emxca Joseph, ait: Christi autem generatio sic erat. Cum esset 
desponsata mater ejus Joseph, prius quam conventrent, inveata 
est sn utero habens de Spiritu Sancto. 

Dehbine, cum Joseph cogitaret dimittere Mariam quoniam 
preegnans erat, assistentem ei angelum Dei et dicentem: Ne 
timueris assumere Mariam conjugem tuam, quod enim habet in 
utero, de Spiritu Sancto est. Pariet autem filtum, et vocabis 
nomen ejus Jesum. Hic enim salvabit populum suum a peccatis 
suis. Hoc autem factum est, ub adimplerctur quod dictum est a 
Domino per prophetam: Ecce, virgo concyptet in utero, et 
pariet filium, et vocabunt nomen ejus Emanuel ; quod tnierpre- 
tatum est, Nobescum Deus. 

Manifesté significans, et eam promissionem que faerat ad 
patres impletam, ex virgine natum Filium Dei, et hunc ipsum 


esse salvatorem Christum, quem prophete preedicaverunt : non 
10 
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sicut ipsi (scil. Valentiniani heeretici) dicunt, Jesum quidem 
ipsum esse qui ex Maria sit natus, Christum vero qui desuper 
descendit. 

Ceeterum poterat dicere Mattheeus; Jesu vero generatio sic 
erat: sed providens Spiritus Sanctus depravatores, et preemu- 
niens contra fraudulentiam eorum, per Mattheum ait; Christe 
aulem generatio sic erat ; et quoniam hic est Emanuel ; ne forte 
tantum eum hominem putaremus. Non enim ex voluntate car- 
nis, neque ex voluntate viri, sed ex voluntate Dei, Verbum caro 
factum est: neque alium quidem Jesum suspicemur fuisse ; sed 
unum et eundem sciremus Deum esse. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. 
c. 18. p. 202, 203. Vide etiam [bid. lib. iii. c. 21. p. 212. 
c. 24. p. 215. 

7. Diligenter igitur significavit Spiritus Sanctus per ea quae 
dicta sunt, generationem ejus que ex virgine, et substantiam 
quoniam Deus, 

Emanuel enim nomen hoc significat: et manifestat, quoniam 
homo, in eo quod dicit, Bulyrum et mel manducabit, et in eo 
quod tnfantem nominat eum, et prius quam cognoscat bonum et 
malum ; heec enim omnia sunt hominis infantis. 

Quod autem non consentiel nequitie, ut eligat bonum, pro- 
prium hoc est Dei: uti non, per hoc quod manducat butyrum 
et mel, nudé solummodo eum hominem intelligeremus; neque 
rursus, per nomen Emanuel, sine carne eum Deum suspicare- 
mur. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 26. p. 217. Vide etiam Ibid. 
lib. iv. c. 66. p. 294..Jib. v. c. 17. p. 840, 341. 

8. Nasci se Deus in utero patitur matris. Tertull. de pa- 
tient. Oper. p. 8. : 

9. Ante omnia autem commendanda erit ratio quee preefuit, 
ut Dei Filius de virgine nasceretur. Nové nasci debebat nove 
nativitatis dedicator. De qua signum daturus Dominus ab 
Esaia preedicabatur. 

Quid est istud signum? Ecce virgo conciptet tn utero, et 
pariet filium. 

Concepit ergo virgo, et peperit Emanuelem, Nobiscum 
Deum. Hec est nativitas nova dum homo nascitur in Deo: 
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in quo homine Deus natus est. Tertull. de carn. Christ. § 11. 
Oper. p. 34. Vide etiam Tertull. de resurr. carn. § 15. Oper. 
p- 58. Tertull. adv. Jud. Oper. p. 129. Tertull. adv. Marcion. 
hb. iii. p. 208. . 

10. Quoniam enim Esaias, Ecce virgo concipiet, et pariet 
Silitum, et vocabitts nomen ejus Emmanuel ; quod interpretatum est 
Nobiscum Deus: sic Christus ipse dicit; Ecce ego vobiscum 
sum usque ad consummationem secult. 

Est ergo nobiscum Deus, imo multo magis etiam in nobis est. 
Nobiscum est Christus: est ergo, cujus nomen est Nobiscum 
Deus ; quia et nobiscum est.— 

Sed, quoniam nobiscum est, Emmanuel, id est Nobiscum 
Deus, dictus est. Deus, ergo, quia nobiscum est; Nobiscum 
Deus dictus est. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 607. 

11. "Idod 4 xapBévoc gy yaorpi Eker, nal réberac vid». Tlotoy 
ovy onpeior, ro, vedrida po wapBevoy rexeiy; Kat rive paddor 
dppdlet yervvijoat "EupavounA, rovrécri, MeO’ hudy 5 Oedc, dpa 
yvvanl cvvovoracbelay, cal dia xdBovg yuvaelov ovddafovcy, 
Wj Ere xaOapg cal dyvy cal rap0évp; Tavry yap xpéwe yevvgy 
yévynua, eg’ J rexOévre A€yerac ro, MeO’ jywy 6 Oedc. Orig. 





cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 27, 28. Fe 
TEXT VI. 
Mart. ii. 11. 


Kal, readvtec, pocexbvycay ablry’ kal, avolEavrec Tove 
Onoavpot¢ atrwv, mpoofveyxay airy Swpa, ypvadv kat 
AcBavov cal oubpvay. 


1. Tay dxo ’ApsaGiac oby pdywr édOdvrwy elc BnOrcep, 
xal xpooxuynodyrwy ro wacdlov, Kal xpoceveyxdyrwy abrg dupa, 
Xpuoor cal NiBavoy cal opipvar, éxetd) card droxdduew pera 
TO mpookuvijoa roy xaida évy ByOdeép, éxeXevoOnoay py exaved- 
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Ociv xpdc rov ‘Hoddny. Justin. Diab. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 236. 
Vide etiam Ibid. p. 257. 

- 2. Matthseus autem Magos ab oriente venientes ait dixisse ; 
Vidimus enim stellam ejus tn ortente, et vensmus adorare eum : 
deductosque a stella in domum Jacob ad Emanuel, per ea quee 
obtulerunt munera, ostendisse, quid erat qui adorabatur. 
Myrrha quidem; quod ipse erat qui pro mortali humano ge- 
nere moreretur et sepeliretur : aurum vero; quoniawm rex, cujus 
regni finis non est: thus, vero; quoniam Deus, qui et notus in 
Judeea factus est, et manifestus eis qui non quarebant eum. 
Iren, adv. heer, lib. iii, c. 10. p. 180. 

8. *Heov ody éxi rhv "lovdaiay (scil. of Meyer), dre pev Bacr- 
hebe rig yeyévnres weBdpevot, tiva O¢ Bactdeiay Bacthedowy obk 
émcordpeva, } nov yerynOhoerat ob ycyrGexorrec’ gépovrec per 
dspa, & (ir’ otrwe dvoudew) ovrbéry rivt Ex Oeov cal dvOpmrov 
Oynrod rpochveyxay copPora per, de Bawrel rov xpvedy, be oe 
reOvnlopéry rhy opipvar, dc dé Gep rev MBavwrdr xpoohyeyxay 
de, paOdrrec réy réwoy rijc yevécewe abrov. ‘AX’, éwet Orde Fy 
6 iwép rove BonPotvrac avOpbroe &yyidovc ivvrdpxewr Lwrip 
rou yévove ray dvOp@rur, iyysdoc hpelparo ray rev Mayer emi 
Tpookurijoat roy Incovy evoéBecay. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. p. 46. 


TEXT VIf. 


Marr. xvi. 16. 


"AroxpOeic S&2 Liuwy [érpog dee YW el b Xprorec, 6 


Yid¢ rov Geov rov Zwvroc. 


1. Digitus est Dei qui salutem operatur populo, et non 
Joseph filias. Si enim Josephi filius esset, quemodo plus 
poterat quam Salomon, aut plus quam: Jona habere, aut plus 
esse David ; cum esset ex eadem seminatione generatus et proles 
existens ipsorum ? Ut quid autem et beatum dicebat Petrum, 
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quod eum cognosceret esse Filium Dei vivi? Super hoe autem, 
nec rex esse posset, siquidem Josephi filius fuisset, nec heres, 
secundum Hieremiam. Iren. adv. heer. lib. ili. c. 29. p. 219. 
Vide etiam Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. vi. Oper. p. 680. 

2. Yiov oty dvOpdrov Eavroy Edeyev, row dmo rii¢ yevvhocwc 
rij¢ Gut xapBévov, frig hy dxo rob AaBld cal ’laxwB rai load 
kat 'ABpadp yévouc' ij dua ro elvac avroy roy ’ABpadp xarépa 
cal rovrwy ray carnpOunpévwy, c& wy xarayer  Mapia ro yévoc. 
—Kal ydp Yiov Gcot Xproroy xara ry rov Tarpéc abrov aroxd- 
Aviv, Excyydyra abroy, Eva rwv pabnray avrov, Lipwva mpdre- 
por xadovpevoy, éxwvdpuace LHérpov. Kai, Yiov Ozov yeypappévoy 
avroy éy roig dropynpovetpact roy droorédwy abrov Exorrec, 
kat Yidr abrov Néyorrec, vevohxapey Oyra kal xpd wdyTwy otn- 
parwy, dxo rov Tlarpoc duvdpec abrov xal BovrAy mpocdOdrra. 
Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 255. 





TEXT VIII. 
Mart. xxviii. 19. 


TlopevOévreg ovv paOnreboare ravra ra 20un, Barrigovrec 
avrovc cic ro Svoua rov Tlarpd¢ Kal rov Yiov xat rov 
‘Aytov Tvetdparoc. 


1. Ecclesise Catholicee matris nostree veritas semper apud 
nos, fratres, et mansit et manet, et vel maximé in baptismatis 
Trinitate ; Demino nostro dicente: Ite et baptizate gentes, tn 
nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti. Concil. Carthag. can. 


‘x. in Oper. Cyprian. vol. i. p. 282. 


2. Fidem nostram, et baptismatis gratiam, et legis ecclesias- 
ticee regulam, Deus et Dominus noster Jesus Christus, suo ore | 
Apostolos docens, perimplevit, dicens: /te et docete omnes 
gentes, baptizantes eos in nomine Patris et Felis et Spiritus 
Sanctt. Concil. Carthag. can. xxix. in Oper. Cyprian. vol. i. 
p- 285. 
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8. Dominus enim post resurrectionem, discipulos suos mit- 
tens, quemadmodum baptizare deberent instituit et docuit, 
dicens: Data est mihi omnis potestas in celo et in terra: ile 
ergo, et docete gentes omnes, baptizantes eos in nomine Patris et 
Fils et Spiritus Sancti. Insinuat Trinitatem, cujus sacra- 
mento gentes baptizarentur. Cyprian. Epist. Ixxiii. Oper. vol. 
li, p. 200. Vide etiam Ibid. p. 206. 





TEXT IX. 
Marc. ii. 7. 


TE ovrog obrw Aare BAaognulac; The Sbvara agiévat 
apuaotlac, ei un ele 6 Oedc; 


ono 


1. Propter hoc, non credentibus que ab eo fiat remissionem, 
Phariseis dicebat : Ut sctatis, quoniam potestatem habet Filius 
homints remittere peccata. Et cum hoc dixisset, jussit paralyti- 
cum hominem tollere grabbatym super quem jacebat, et ire in 
domum suam. 

Propter hoc quidem efficit, confundens incredulos, et signi- 
ficans quoniam ipse est Vox Dei, per quam accepit homo pre- 
cepta que supergressus est et factus est peccator : ex peccatis 
enim paralysis sub;ecuta est. Peccata igitur remittens, hominem 
quidem curavit, semetipsum autem manifesté ostendit quis esset. 
Si, enim, nemo potest remittere peccata nisi solus Deus; _re- 
mittebat autem hec Dominus, et curabat homines : manifestum 
est, quoniam ipse erat Verbum Dei, filius hominis factus a 
Patre potestatem accipiens, quomodo homo, et quomodo Deus. 
Et, quomodo homo, compassus est nobis: tanquam Deus, mise- 
reatur nostri, et remittat nobis debita que factori nostro debe- 
mus Deo. Iren. adv. heer. lib. v. c. 15. p. 388. 

2. Hic erat visus Babylonio regi in fornace cum martyribus 
suis quartus, tanquam filius hominis, idem ipsi Danieli revelatus 
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directo filius hominis, veniens cum cceli nubibus judex, sicut et 
Scriptura demonstrat. 

Sed plus mihi Scriptura confert, ipsius scilicet Domini inter- 
pretatione. Nam, cum Judzi, solummodo hominem ejus in- 
tuentes, necdum et Deum certi qua Dei quoque Filium, merito 
retractarent, non posse hominem delicta dimittere, sed Deum 
solum : cur non, secundum intentionem eorum de homine, eis 
respondit, habere eum potestatem dimittendt delicta, quando et 
Jfiltum hominis nominans hominem nominaret? Tertull. adv. 
Marcion. lib. iv. § 14. Oper. p. 234. 

8. °O d€ &yabdc Tadaywyoc, 4 Zodia, 6 Adyo¢g rov Marpéc, 
© Snpuovpyhoac rov dvOpwroy, bdov Khderat rov mAGoparog’ Kal 
capa cal Wuy?y axeirac abrot 6 xavapenie rij¢ &vOpwrornroc 
larpéc 6 Lwrijp. ‘Avdora, gnolr@ wapepévy, roy oxluroda ég’ 
dv xardxecat AaBwy, fixcOi oixade.— AXA Taig pev troOhcatc 
raya Of péret, xapiopaat dé xovotoc, ’Agewvral co ai duapriat, 
roig dpaprwhoic hpiv Aéye. Clem. Alex. Psedag. lib. i. c. 2. 
Oper. p. 81. 


TEXT X. 
Luc. 1. 30—35. 


Kat elrev 6 ayyeAog airg’ My Pood, Mapiay’ sbipec 
yap xapwv mapa ty Oe. Kal, idod, ovdAdAYy ev yaorol, 
kat rlEn vidy* xal xadioeic Td Svopa avTov 'Inoovy. Otro 
tora péyac’ Kal Yide “Yyiorov KAnOhoerat’ Kal dwoet auTy 
Kipiog & Osc tov Opdvov Aafid rov warpic avrod" Kat 
Baoireboet txt roy olkov “laxw3 etic rove alwvac’ Kal rij¢ 
PBactr&lac avrov obx Fora rédoc. Elare 82 Mapidu mpde¢ 
roy ayysAov’ Ilwe Eorat rovro, éret avdoa ov ywuckw ; 
Kat dmoxpiOele 6 ayyeAog eltev avrg’ Mvedua “Ayo 
tweAcboerat ial oe, cat Sévauic ‘Yilcrov étmtoxiace cor 
8d cal 7d yevywpevonv aytov KAnOjaerat Yid¢ Ceo. 
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1. "Exouer iarpoy xai ror Kipwoy iyoy Seay ‘“Inooty roy 
Xptoroy, roy wpo alwywy Yidy povoyeri cal Adyor, varepor dé 
kai &vOpwroy éx Maplac rij¢ wapOévov. ‘O Adyog yap capt 
éyévero’ 6 Gomparog ty copart, 6 axabde éy wabnre obpari, 6 
GOavarocg tv Ovary cdpart, ) Con ev p00pg, Sxwe Oavarov «ai 
@O0pac éXevBepbey cal larpsboy rag Yvyac huey, xal iagnra 
abrag voonevOcioac év doeselg cal wovnpaic éxcOupiacc. Ignat. 
Epist. ad Ephes. § vii. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. ti. p. 46. 

2. ler dé cal yapay AaGotca Mapla } wapBévoc, evayyedt- 
Copévov abrg Tafspeanr dyyédov, Sri Iveta Kvplov éx’ abriv 
éxeXevcerat, Kal divapuc ‘Yplorov émoxiacee abrhy’ did Kal ro 
yevvapevoy t avriic &ydy éorev, Vide Oecd. 'Arexplvaro: Té- 
vorro pol xara ro pie cov. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. 
p- 256. 

8. Lucas autem sectator et discipulus apostolorum,—de 
angelo referens, ait: In ipso autem tempore missus est angelus 
Gabriel a Deo, qui et dixit virgini; Nols timere, Maria: in- 
venistt enim gratiam apud Deum. Et de Domino dicit: Hite 
erit magnus ; et Filius Altissimi vocabitur ; et dabit ei Dominus 
Deus thronum David patris sus; et regnabit in domo Jacob ; et 
regni ejus non erit fints. 

Quis est autem alius, qui regnat in domo Jacob sine inter- 
missione in seternum, nisi Christus Jesus Dominus noster Filius 
Dei Altissimi: qui, per legem et prophetas, promisit salutare 
suum facturum se omni carni visibilem, ut fieret filius hominis, 
ad hoc ut et homo fieret Filius Dei? Iren. adv. heer. lib. iti. c. 
11. p.181. Vide etiam Ibid. lib. iti, c. 26. p. 217. c. 18. 
p- 203. 

4. Hic est Virtus Dei, hic Ratio, hic Sapientia ejus, et Gloria. 
- Hic in virginem illabitur: carnem, Spiritu Sancto cooperante, 
induitur. Deus cum homine miscetur. Hic Deus noster, hic 
Christus est, qui mediator duorum, hominem induit, quem per- 
ducat ad Patrem. Cyprian. de idol. vanit. Oper. vol. i. 
p- 15. : 

5. Heec et ab angelo exceperat secundum nostrum evange- 
lium: Propterea, quod in te nascetur, vocabitur sanctum Films 
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Dei ; et vocabis nomen ejus Jesum. Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib. 
iv. § 7. Oper. p. 229. 

6. Proponunt enim atque illa preetendunt, quee in evangelio 
Luce relata sunt; ex quibus asserere conantur, non quod est, 
. ged tantum illud quod volunt esse: Spiritus Sanctus veniet in 
te; et virtus Altisstmi obumbrabit ttbi: pwopterea, et quod ex 
te nascetur sanctum vocabitur Filsus. Det.—Hic est enim legiti- 
mus Dei Filius qui ex ipso Deo est; qui dum sanctum istud 
assumit, et sibi filium hominis annectit, et illum ad se rapit 
atque transducit, connexione sua et permixtione sociata pree- 
stat, et Filium illum Dei facit quod ille naturaliter non fuit. 
Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 614, 615. 

7. Merayapalarrac dé r6 ebayyédtor Gddove oi olda, 7 rove 
dxd Mapkxiwvog, cal rovc dxd Ovaderrivov, olpar ce eat rove 
dxo Aovxdvov. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. ii. p. 77. Vide etiam 
Orig. Comment. in Johan. Oper. vol. ii. p. 18, 33, 76, 84, 
105, 106, 109, 110, 124, 188, 139. 


TEXT XI. 
Luc. x. 22. 


Lldvra mapeddOn ror bd TOU Tarpde prov" Kal ovdeic yt- 
vidoe Tic tory 5 Yidc, ei uy & Tarp’ xat rie dori d 
Tarip, ct un 6 Yide, wat @ tav BobAnra 6 Yid¢ amoxa- 
Aipva. Comp. Matt..xi. 27. 


1. Kat Inoote dé 6 Xproroc, ore obx Eyvwoay ‘lovéata: rf Ma- 
tp kai ri Yidc, duolwe Ehéeyywy abrove, cal abrog elxer Oddeic 
éyvw roy Harépa, el pn 6 Vide odde rov Yidy, el pu b Harjo, cat 
ole ay axoxadiy 6 Yidc. ‘O Adyor 82 rod Geod gor 6 Tide 
abrov.— 


"Iovdator obv, fyrynodpevoe det roy Tarépa ray S\wy AehadAn- 


kévac rp Muze, rov Aadheavroc abr@ Syvroc Yiov rot Oecd, b¢ 
VOL. I. ¥ 
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kal dyyedoe kai drdorodog kéxAnrat, dualwe éhéyyovra cat dea 
rou mpognrixod [vetparoc cal de abrov rov Xpiorov, we ovre Tov 
Harépa ovre ror Yidv Eyvwoay. Oi yap rov Yidy Harépa gac- 
xovrec elvat, éhéyxovrat phre row Harépa émordpevor, phO? Sre 
iorly Yide rg Harpi rév S\wv ywwwonovrec’ 5c cal, Adyor rpw- 
réroxog @y rov Oeov, Kai Oedc tmdpyet. 

Kal xpérepov, dea rife rov rupo¢ popditc, kat elxdvog dowparov, 
rp Mwoei xal roic érépore = xpophrac igavn’ viv 5, év yxpdvore 
riic bpertpac apyiic, did wapBévoy drOpwroc yevdpuevoc cara rv 
rov Harpé¢ Bovd»)»y, brép owrnplac rey miorevorrwy arg, Kat 
éEovOevnOijvat cal wabeiy dréperver, iva drofavwy xual dvacrag 
vuchon rov Odvarov. Justin. Apol. i. Oper. p. 74,75. Vide 
etiam Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 255. 

2. Dominus enim, ostendens seipsum discipulis, quoniam ipse 
est Verbum qui agnitionem Patris facit, et exprobrans Judzis 
putantibus se habere Deum cum et frustretur Verbum ejus per 
quem cognoscitur Deus, dicebat: Nemo cognoscit Filium, nist 
Pater : neque Patrem quis cognoscit, nisi Filtus, et cut voluerit 
Filius revelare. 

Quoniam ab uno Deo, qui et hunc mundum fecit, et nos 
plasmavit, et omnia continet et administrat, unigenitus Filius 
venit ad nos, suum plasma in semetipsum recapitulans, firma est 
mea ad eum fides, et immobilis erga Patrem dilectio, utraque 
Deo nobis prebente: neque enim Patrem cognoscere quis 
potest, nisi Verbo Dei, id est, nisi Filio revelante; neque 
Filium, nisi Patris beneplacito—Non ergo alius erat qui cog- 
noscebatur, et alius qui dicebat, Nemo cognoscit Patrem; sed 
unus et idem : omnia subjiciente ei Patre, et ab omnibus acci- 
piens testimonium, quoniam veré homo et quoniam veré Deus, 
a Patre, a Spiritu, et ab angelis, ab ipsa conditione, ab homini- 
bus, et ab apostaticis spiritibus, et ab erroneis, et ab inimico, et 


novissimé ab ipsa morte. Omnia autem Filius administrans 
Patri perficit ab initio usque ad finem ; et, sine illo, nemo potest 
—cognoscere Deum. Agnitio enim Patris Filius, agnitio autem 
Filii in Patre et per Filium revelata: et, propter hoc, Dominus 
dicebat ; Nemo cognosctt Filtum nisi Pater, neque Patrem nisi 
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Filtus et qusbuscunque Filsus revelaverit. Revelaverit, enim, 
non solum in futurum dictum est; quasi tunc inciperet Verbum 
manifestare Patrem cum de Maria natus: sed communiter, per 
totum tempus, positum est. Ab initio, enim, assistens Filius suo 
plasmati, revelat omnibus Patrem, quibus vult, et quando vult, 
et quemadmodum vult, Pater : et, propter hoc, in omnibus et 
per omnia, unus Deus Pater, et unum Verbum, et unus Filius, 
et unus Spiritus, et una fides et salus omnibus credentibus in 
eum. Iren. adv heer. lib. iv. c. 14. p. 240—242. 

8. Cognoscunt enim eum hi, quibus revelaverit Filius : semper 
autem céexistens Filius Patri, olim et ab initio, semper revelat 
Patrem et angelis et archangelis et potestatibus et virtutibus et 
hominibus quibus vult revelare Deus. Iren. adv. heer. lib. ii. 
c. 55. p. 157. 

4. "ANAd cal 6 Lwrip ipav cal Kupeoc, Adyog rov Geod, ro 
péyeBog xaptorge ric yywoews rov Tarpog, bre xar’ allay zpon- 
youptévwe abr péry AapPdverac cal yryvwoxerat, devrépwc dé 
roic é\Napropévore ro tyyepovexoy tm’ abrov row Adyou xal Ocoi, 
gnoiv Oddele Extyivwoxet roy Yidy, ci py) 6 Harnp* odd roy Ma- 
répa, el pi) 6 Yidc, alg &v 6 Vide droxcadiy. Otre yap rov 
ayévnroy cai xdone yernriic pucews mpwrédroxoy kar’ dliay eidévat 
ric dbvarat, dc 6 yervijoag abrov Tarp" ovre roy Iarépa, we 6 
EuWuyoc Adyoo xal Zogia abrotv cal'AdjOeaa’ ov peroyy weprac- 
puivrog dxé rou Iarpoc ré Neyspevor oxérog, & Eero droxpughy 
abrov, cal ro Aeyduevoy weptdracoy adrov, ray EBvecoy, cai 
dwoxadixrovroc ofrw roy Tarépa dre wor’ av ywpy yryvwoxey 
abrov yeyvéoxe. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vi. p. 287. 





TEXT XII. 


JOHAN. i. 1—14. 


"Ev apxy ty 5 Adyoc, cat 6 Adyoc Hy mpdc roy Gedy, 
xai Oedc Hv 6 Adyoc. Ovroc Hv tv apyn mpdc rdv Gedv. 
Ildvra 80 abrov tyévero’ Kal, ywpi¢ avrov, tyévero ovd? fv, 

¥2 
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5 yéyovevr. “Ev airy Cwi ty, cal 4 Cun fy 7d gw rev 
avOowrwv? xal Td gue iv ry oxorla pafve, cal 7 oxorla 
avd ov xaréAafsev. “Eyévero avOowmoc arectraApuévoc rapa 
Gcov, Svoua a’rw Iwavunge. Ovrog AAGev cic paprupiay, 
iva papruphoy rept rov pwrdc, iva mavrec morebowar Ov 
avrov. Ovx hv éxetvoc Td gwe, GAXr’ Iva papruphoy rept 
rov gwrdéc. “Hy rd pwc rd adnOivov § gwrile wavra av- 
Oowrov épyduevoy tic tov kdopov. ‘Ev rq xdéopy Hy, wal 
6 xdopoc Ot avrov éyévero’ Kat 6 nédapoc avréy ovK Eyvw. 
Ei¢ ra ida HAO, Kat of Tdcoe adrév ob waptAafsov" Sa0e 
82 EAaBov airov, Mwxev abroic tEovclay rékva Osov ye- 
vécOa, roic morebovaw tig Tro Svoua avrov. Oi ovK 2 
aiuarwy, ove? tk OeAnparoc capxdc, ovd? tx OeAqparoc 
avdpoc, add’ ik Oeov, éyevvfPnoav. Kal 6 Adyoc capt 
éyévero, kat toxhvwoey ev nyuiy (cal 2Ocacdueba riy ddéay 
avrov, ddgav we povoyevotc mapa Ilarpdc), wAhpne xapr- 
roc kat aAnOelac. 


1. ‘H é wpwrn Ovvapte, pera roy Tlarépa ravrwy Kad deordrny 
Ocdv, cal Yioc, 6 Adyoc éoriv S¢ reva rpdxov capxoronBele dy- 
Opwroc yéyover. Just. Apol. i. Oper. p. 57. Vide etiam Dial. 
cum Tryph. Oper. p. 221—228. 

2. Super omnia quidem Pater ; et ipse est caput Christi: per 
omnia autem Verbum, et ipse est caput ecclesize: in omnibus 
autem nobis Spiritus; et ipse est aqua viva. 

Testimonium perhibet his et Joannes Domini discipulus in 
evangelio, dicens: Jn principio erat Verbum, et Verbum erat 
apud Deum, et Deus erat Verbum. Hoc erat in principio apud 
Deum. Omnia per ipsum facta sunt, et sine ipso factum est 
nihil. 


Deinde de ipso Verbo dixit: Jn mundo erat, et mundus per 
ipsum factus est, et mundus eum non cognovit. 

Et, iterum, significans ejus secundum hominem dispensa- 
tionem, dixit: Et Verbum caro factum est, et habitavit in nobis. 
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Et iterum intulit: Et vidsmus gloriam ejus gloriam quasi 
unigentii a Patre, plenum gratia et veritate. 

Manifesté ostendens audire volentibus, quoniam unus Deus 
Pater super omnes; et unum Verbum Dei per quod omnes, per 
quem omnia facta sunt : et quoniam hic mundus proprius ipsius, 
et per ipsum factus est voluntate Patris, et non per angelos.— 
Mundi enim factor vere Verbum Dei est: hic autem est Do- 
minus noster, qui in novissimis temporibus homo factus est. 
Tren. adv. her. lib. v. c. 16. p. 840. Vide etiam lib. i. c. 19. 
p. 74. lib. ii. c. 2. p. 97, 98. lib. iii. c. 8. p. 178. c. 11. p. 187. 
lib. iv. c. 17. p. 243. 

8. ’Ewel dé 6 Adyor Hudy Eva Oeov Gye roy rovde rov wayrog 
wointhy, abroy pe ov yevduevor (Ere ro Oy ob ylverat, adda TO 
p) bv), wdvra Oé dca rov wap’ avrov Adyov xerounxéra’ exdrepa 
dddywe wdoyoper, Kal caxwe dyopevdpeOa cai dwwxdpeOa. Athe- 
nag. Legat. § v. p. 21, 22. 

4. Noovper yap cal Yior roi Oeot.—’AAN Eorey 6 Yid¢g rod 
Ocov Adyog row Iarpdc, év ldég wal évepyelg’ xpog abrov yap, 
kal de abrod, xdyra Eyévero’ Evoc Ovrog rov Ilarpo¢ xa rov Yiow 
bvroc b€ rov Yiov év Tarp, cai Tarpdc év Yig, évéryre xal dv- 
vdues Tvevparoc. Nove cal Adyog rov Harpo, 6 Yidg rov Geow. 
Athenag. Legat. § ix. p. 37, 38. 

5. Kal wpGrov peév cupgparvue edidatay hudc, Gre é obk Svrwy 
ra ravra éxolnoey. Ob yap re rq Deg ovvixpacer’ GN avroc 
éavrov réro¢g dy, kal dvevda dc Oy, kai brepéywy rpd rey aluovwy, 
H0éAncEv &vOpwrov xorjoa ¢ yvwoby’ rovre oby xponrolpace 
réy kéopov. ‘O yap yernrocg xal xpoodenc gory’ 6 dé dyévnroc 
ovdevocg mpocdeirar. “Eywy oy 6 Sede roy éavrov Adyoy évdc- 
GOcrov éy roic idlotg orrayxvorc, &yévynoey abrov, pera rifc 
éavrov Loglac éepevtapevoc po rév Ekwv. Totroy rov Adyor 
Eoxeyv droupyoy rey bx’ avrov yeyevnpévwr* xal, dc abrov, ra 
wavra wexolnxey. Theoph. ad Autol. lib. ii. $10. p. 355. 

6. Ody we of ronal Kai pvOoypadat AEyovery viovc Dewy Ex 
cuvovolag yevvwpévouc, GAX’ we adnOela dunyeirat, rov Adyoyr 
roy byra Ciaxavrog évdudGerov év xapdig Geov. po yap re yi- 
vecOat, rotroy elye cipBovdrur, Eavrov Novy kai Spdvnaty oyra. 
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id est omnia, et per quem id est Sermo: nonne et unde omnia 
facta essent a Deo per Sermonem, exegisset ordo profiteri, si 
ex aliquo facta essent? Tertull. adv. Hermog. § 10. Oper. 
p. 344, 345. 

12. Ac sic et Joannes, nativitatem Christi describens, Ver- 
bum, inquit, caro factum est, et habitavit in nobis, et vidimus 
claritatem ejus claritatem tanquam unigeniti a Patre, plenus 
gratia et veritate. 

Nam et vocat nomen ejus Verbum Det; nec immerito.—Per 
ipsum enim omnia facta sunt opera, et sine ipso factum est 
nihil. Sive enim, inquit apostolus, throni, sive dominationes, 
swe virtutes, sive potestates, visibilia et imvisibilia, omnia per 
tpsum constant. 

Verbum autem hoc illud est, quod in sua vent, et sus cum 
non receperunt. Mundus enim per ipsum factus est, et mundus 
eum-non cognovit. 

Verbum autem hoc erat in principio apud Deum, et Deus erat 
Verbum. 

Quis igitur dubitet, cum in extrema parte dicit, Verbum caro 
factum est, et habitavit in nobis, Christum, cujus est nativitas 
et quia caro factus est, esse hominem; et, quia Verbum Dei, 
Deum incunctanter edicere esse: preesertim cum animadvertat 
scripturam evangelicam, utramque istam substantiam in unam 
nativitatis Christi foederasse concordiam? Novat. de Trin. in 
Oper. Tertull. p. 608. Vide etiam Ibid. p. 622, 623. 

13. Toy pév xpooeyac Snptovpyov elvac rov Yidv rov Oeov 
Adyoy, kat worepel abroupydy rov xéopov’ roy o€ Tarépa rov 
Adyou, TY Tpocreraxévar ry Yig éavrov Adyy rotoat roy xda- 
poy, elvat rporwe Snpuovpydy. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vi. p. 317. 

14. Tig & GAdog séoat xa mpocayayety rp érl waar Oep Ov- 
varat THY Tov dyOpwrov ux)y, | 6 Bede Adyor; “Ooric ev 
dpxn mpoc rov Qed dy, dea rove codhAnGévrac rH capKi Kai yevo- 
pévouc Grep capt, éyévero capt, iva ywpnOn vxd rev pi duva- 
pévwy abroy Brewery cabo Adyoc ty, kal mpoc Gedy Hv, ai Oeoc 
4y. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vi. p. 322. Vide etiam Ibid. lib. ii, 
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p. 80. lib. iv. p. 164. et Comment. in Johan. Oper. vol. ii. p. 


18, 19. 

15. Hujus igitur indulgentice, gratiee disciplinzeque arbiter 
et magister, Sermo et Filius Dei mittitur, qui, per prophetas 
omnes retro, illuminator et doctor humani generis preedicabatur. 
Hic est Virtus Dei, hic Ratio, hic Sapientia ejus, et Gloria. 
Hic in virginem illabitur; carnem, Spiritu Sancto cdoperante, 
induitur. Deus cum homine miscetur. Hic Deus noster, hic 
Christus est; qui, mediator duorum, hominem induit quem 
perducet ad Patrem. Cyprian. de idol. vanit. Oper. vol. i. 
p. 15. 

16. ’AAN ebosBadc dporoyei meorebwy Sri, da Thy hp owrn- 
play xal ro dfjoar wpoc drpeviay ro wav, 6 rév Stwy Snmovpyoe 
ix rij¢ ravaylac deceapBévov Mapiac, cara ovAXmy &xparroy, 
dtya rpowijc, Evovoweac éaurg YWuyy voepay pera alcOyrcod 
cwparoc, yéyovery &vOpwroc pice xaxlacg addAérptoc, 6 Adyoc Oedc” 
6 abroc Oedrnre pey ra Oeia dca rij¢ abrov wavaylac capKdc, ob 
bvra guce rig capKkdc évepydv? dvOpwrérnre O& ra &vOpdmiva, 
obx Syra pice Oedrnroc, Avoyy TaoXwy Oedrnroc. Hippol. cont. 
Beron. et Helic. c. 8. Oper. vol. i. p. 280. 

17. Kar& rov Kvplov 5¢ éore Ilarip Xptorov, cal xara row 
Xprorov abrov’ b¢ gore Xprordc, Oeot Advapic, } rov Tarpdc Yo- 
gla, dy Adyor dtdwec* aidiog yap ay yéyove xaidloy, yevynOeic 
Hpiv Yiéc. Dion. Alex. Epist. adv. Paul. Samos. Oper. p. 207. 

18. Mca d€ pdvy rapBévoc Ovyarnp Cwitc éyévynoe roy Lovra 
Aéyoy xal évyvxdoraroy, roy dkrioroy Kal Onuiovpydv® ror éXOdvra 
éy ro kéopy, kal dyvworov Oeoy, kal Urepouparcov Oedy, obpayod 
wounriy, Tov Onpiovpyoy rov xdopyov. Dion. Alex. Epist. adv. 
Paul. Samos. Oper. p. 211. 


19. ‘O ée rov Geod yevynOele rpd aiwvywyr, 6 abrog én’ Eoyarwr 


éx pnrpdc. Ata rotro Ocoxrévoe "lovdaios, éxet roy Kipwv rijc | 
dding éoravpwoay. Ei pi) yap Av 6 Xptordg abrog & Sy Cede 
Adyog, obx Aéivaro elyay dyapapryrog’ obdeic yap dvapdprnrog, 
ei pi ele 6 Xpeordg, we cal 6 ard rad Xpiorod, cai rd “Aytov 
TIvetpa. Dion. Alex. Epist. adv. Paul. Samos. Oper. p. 214. 
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20. Yidw dé Ayer, Sv epockurei roy dyvw dylwy xvevparwy 
wdnOve, roy Eva xaiduépioroy Xpioréy, rov ovvatdwy rov Har- 
poc, ovvavapyoy, ovvdnptovpyov rg Tlarpi: Oedc yap Iopadd 
"Inootc 6 xp0 aidvwy Adyog, d¢ xalro “Aywy IIvetpa. Dion. 
Alex. Quest. adv. Paul. Samos. Oper. p. 244. | 

21. ‘Oc ddAnBic dvroc xal évepyotvroc, dc Adyou &ua cat Oeod* 
dt ob 6 Harhp rdvra wexolncer, aby wc Se dpydyvov, obd de 8 
émcorhpnc dvvxoorarav’ yevyhoavrog pey rou Ilarpog roy Yior 
&c Cwoay évépyeay kai évuxdoraroy, évepyourra ra wavra éy 
waoww’ ovyi Bréxovroc CE pdvoy ode wapdyroc pdvov rov Yiod, 
GAG cal évepyovrrog wpog ray roy Sdwy Snutoupylay. Epist. 
Concil. Antioch. apud Routh. Rel. Sacr. vol. ii. p. 466. 

22. “Owep redeowvpyijoa xarawepgOeic 6 Adyog eic roy cde- 
poy, ry nperepay poppy xpérepor dvédaBe woddoic dpaprhpace 
Kareorvypévny, iva 62) ri» Oelay hyeic, ov od¢ abroc Epdpece, wa- 
Aw yxwpioa duvynbeper—Tatry yap ypericaro riy dvOpwxvhy 
evdvoacba adpxa, Oedc dv, Oxwe Sorep év wivace Octoy éxrvrwyua 
Blov Brsrovrec, Exwpev xal hucic rov ypdavra pypetoOa, Me- 
thod. Sympos. Oper. p. 69, 70. 

28. Sed illum Filium suum primogenitum, illum opificem 
rerum et conciliatorem suum, delabi jussit e coelo, ut religionem 
sanctam Dei transferret ad gentes. Lactant. Instit. lib. iv.c. 11. 
p- 380. 

24. Idcirco etiam Filium bis nasci oportuit, ut ipse fieret 
dxdrwp atquedyunrwp. In prima enim nativitate spiritali dutjrwp 
fuit; quia, sine officio matris, a solo Deo Patre generatus est. 
In secunda vero carnali drdrwp fuit; quoniam, sine patris 
officio, virginali utero procreatus est : ut, mediam inter Deum et 
hominem substantiam gerens, nostram hanc fragilem imbecil- 
lemque naturam quasi manu ad immortalitatem posset educere. 
Factus est et Dei Filius per spiritum, et hominis per carnem : 
id est, et Deus et homo. Lactant. Instit. lib. iv. c. 13. p. 
$87, $88. 
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TEXT XIII. 


JOHAN. i. 18. 


Ordy ovdele Ewpaxe wwmore’ 5 povoyevyce Yide, 6 dy ec 
tov xéAmrov Tov Ilarpdc, éxeivoc tEnyhoaro. 





1. He &y ody otrog (scil. 6 Tarp) i AadAhoece wpdc rieva, 4 
0pOeln revi, h ev ELaylorg pépe yiic gaveln, Gxdre ye ovde Thy 
ddfay rov nap’ abrov weppBévroc toyvev 6 Aade ldciv Ev Levg ;— 
Otre oby 'ABpaap, obre "Ioaakx, ore ’lax&B, ovre ddAdN0C dvOpw- 
muy, elde roy Larépa xal dfpnrovy Kuipioy ray xrdytwy dxdec cai 
avrot rov Xprorov’ dAN’ Exeivoy, rov, card PBovdny riy éxelvov, 
cal Ozov Svra Yiow abrov, cai “Ayyedoyr x rou innpereivy Ty yrw- 
By abrov’ Sy cal dvOpwxoy yervnBivar did rij¢ wapBévov Be- 
BobrAnrac Se cal wip wore yéyove ry epoc Mwoéa opidig rp dro 
tiic Barov. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 280. 

2. Deus, qui fecit terram,—hic et benedictionem esce et 
gratiam potus, in novissimis temporibus, per Filium donat hu- 
mano generi, incomprehensibilis per comprehensibilem, et in- 
visibilis per visibilem, cum extra eum non sit, sed in sinu Pa- 
tris existat, 

Deum enim, inquit, nemo vidit unquam ; nisi unigenitus Filius 
Dei, qui est in sinu Patris, ise enarravit. 

Patrem enim, invisibilem existentem, ille, qui in sinu est ejus 
Filius, omnibus enarrat. Propter hoc cognoscunt eum hi, qui- 
bus revelaverit Filius; et iterum Pater, per Filium, Filu sui 
dat agnitionem his qui diligunt eum. Iren. adv, heer. lib. iii. 
ce. 11. p. 186. 

8. Sed, quoniam qui omnia in omnibus operatur Deus est, 
qualis est et quantus est, invisibilis et inenarrabilis est omnibus 
quee ab eo facta sunt, incognitus autem nequaquam : omnia enim 
per Verbum ejus discunt, qui est unus Deus Pater qui continet 


omnia et omnibus esse prestat, quemadmodum in evangelio 
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scriptum est: Deum nemo vidit unquam ; nist untgenitus Filius, 
qui est in sinu Patris, ipse enarravit. 

Enarrat ergo Filius ab initio Patris, quippe qui ab initio 
est cum Patre, qui et visiones propheticas et divisiones charis- 
matum et ministeria sua et Patris glorificationem consequenter 
et composité ostenderit humano generi apto tempore ad utili- 
tatem. 

Visibilem autem rursus hominibus per multas dispositiones 
ostendens Deum, ne, in totum deficiens, homo cessaret esse. 
Gloria enim Dei vivens homo, vita autem hominis visio Dei. 

Secundum hanc igitur rationem invisibilem videbant Deum. 
Quemadmodum et Esaias ait: Regem Dominum sabaoth vidi 
oculis mets: significans, quoniam videbit oculis Deum homo, 
et vocem ejus audiet. Secundum hanc igitur rationem, et Fi- 
lium Dei hominem videbant conversatum cum hominibus; id, 
quod futurum erat, prophetantes ; eum, qui nondum aderat, 
adesse dicentes ; et impassibilem passibilem annunciantes ; et 
eum, qui tunc in ccelis, in limum mortis descendisse dicentes. 

Et Verbum quidem loquebatur Moysi, apparens in conspectu 
quemadmodum si quis loquatur ad amicum suum. Moyses 
vero cupivit manifesté videre eum, qui secum loquebatur: et 
dictum est ei; Sta in loco alto petra, et manum meam contegam 
super te. Quando vero transierit claritas mea, tunc videlns que 
sunt postertora mea. Facies autem mea non videbitur tibi: non 
enim videt homo factem meam, et vivet. 

Utraque significans, quoniam et impossibile est homini videre 
Deum, et quoniam per Sapientiam Dei in novissimis temporibus 
videbit Deum homo in eo qui est secundum hominem ejus ad- 
ventus. Et, propter hoc, facie ad faciem confabulatus est cum 
eo in altitudine montis, assistente etiam Helia, quemadmodum 
evangelium retulit, restituens in fine pristinam repromisstonem. 
Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. c. 87. +p. 268, 269. Vide etiam que de- 
inceps sequuntur. 

4. Visum quidem Deum secundum hominum capacitates, non 
secundum plenitudinem divinitatis. 

Nam patriarche Deum vidisse referuntur, ut Abraham et 
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Isaac; et prophetee, ut Esaias, ut Ezechiel: et tamen mortui 
non sunt. 

Igitur aut mori debuerant, si eum viderant; Deum enim 
némo videbit, et vivet: aut, si Deum viderunt, et mortui non 
sunt; scriptura mentitur Deum dixisse; Faciem meam homo si 
viderit, non vivet ; aut scriptura mentitur, cum invisum aut cum 
visum Deum profert. 

Jam ergo alius erit qui videbatur; quia non potest idem in- 
visibilis definiri qui videbatur : et consequens erit, invisibilem 
Patrem intelligamus pro plenitudine majestatis, visibilem vero 
Filium agnoscamus pro modulo derivationis: sicut nec solem 
nobis contemplari licet, quantum ad ipsam substantise summam 
quse est in ccelis; radium autem ejus toleramus oculis pro 
temperatura portionis, quee in terram inde porrigitur. 

Ecce enim, et in evangeliis et in apostolis, visibilem et in- 
visibilem Deum deprehendo, sub manifesta et personali dis- 
tinctione conditionis utriusque. 

Exclamat quodammodo Joannes: Deum nemo vidit unguam ; 
utique nec retro. Ademit enim temporis quzestionem, dicendo 
Dominum nunquam visum. 

lidem ipsi apostoli, et vidisse se Christum, et contrectasse, 
testantur.—Et vidimus gloriam ejus tanquam unigeniti a Patre, 
utique Filii: scilicet visibilis, glorificati a Patre invisibili. 

Et ideo, quoniam Sermonem Dei Deum dixerat, ne adjuvaret 
adversariorum preesumptionem quasi Patrem ipsum vidisset, 
distinguendum inter invisibilem Patrem, et Filium visibilem, 
superdicit ex abundanti: Deum nemo vidit unquam. 

Quem Deum? Sermonem? At quin vidimus, et audivimus, 
et contrectavimus, de Sermone vite preedictum est. 

Sed quem Deum? Scilicet Patrem, apud quem Deus erat 
Sermo, unigeniius Filsus, qui est in stnu Patris, ipse disseruit. 
Tertull. adv. Prax. § 10. Oper. p. 414, 415, 416. 

5. Kal ’Iwavyne b drdarodoc’ Oeoy ovdecic Espaxe werore’ 6 
povoyernc Yidc, 6 dy eic roy KdAwov rov Tlarpoc, éxeivoc étnyh- 
caro. To © ddparoyv cai dfpnrov xd\rov cvopacag Ocov, avy 


avroy KexAnkaoty EvrevOer rivec, wo ay TEptetAngora, Kal éyxoAmt- 
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cdpevoy rd wdvra, dvégurdéy re cal dxépayroy. Clem. Alex. 
Strom. lib. v. p. 587. 

Memoria forsitan fretus, Clemens hic povoyerc Oedc, pro 
povoyertc Yidc, scribit. Ut ut sit, quee sit mens sua de Christi 
natura, miré heec prodit lectio. 





TEXT XIV. 
JOHAN. i. 80. 


Otrée tort wept od éyw elrov' Orlow pov Epyerat avio, 
S¢ Eumpocbivy pov ylyovey’ bre wpwrd¢ pov Fv. Comp. 
comm. 27, 


Oix cipl éyo 6 Xpeordg’ txnpérne eipl, calode abBévrng’ idc- 
arnc eiul, ob Bacirteve'—dyvOpwroc cil, ob Oedc.—Eyw ebre- 
Arco Kai Elaxtoroc’ Epyerat C€ Griow pov S¢ EurpoaGEy pov éorly’ 
dxiow, dia rov xpdvor’ Euxpoober dé, dud roy axpdocroy Kal dyéx- 
gpacroy rijc Oeérnroc ¢H¢. Hippolyt. Homil. in Theophan. c. iii. 
Oper. vol. i. p. 262. 





TEXT XV. 
JOHAN. ili. 13. 


Kal ovdeic avaBéBnxev ele rdv ovpavdy, et py 5 & 
rov ovpavov xaraBdc, 6 Yide rov avOpéwrou 6 dv tv ry 
ovpavy. 


Quoniam usque ad summun, nec quisquam in coelum ascendit, 
nisi qui de caelo descendit, Filius hominis qui est in ceelis, rg- 
petens hoc ipsum dicit: Pater, clarifica me eo honore, quo fut 
apud te antequam mundus esset. 

10 
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Ac si de coelo descendit Verbum hoc tanquam sponsus ad 
carnem, ut per carnis adsumptionem Filius hominis illuc posset 
ascendere unde Dei Filius Verbum descenderat: merito, dum, 
per connexionem mutuam, et caro Verbum Dei gerit, et Filius 
Dei fragilitatem carnis adsumit; cum sponsa carne conscen- 
dens illuc unde sine carne descenderat, recipit jam claritatem 
illam, quam dum ante mundi institutionem habuisse ostenditur, 
Deus manifestissimé comprobatur. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. 
Tertull. p. 608, 609. 





TEXT XVI. 
JOHAN. v. 46. 


El yap tmiorevere Mwag, tmiorebere Gv éuol wept yap 
éuov extivoc Eypaiev. 


Bene igitur et Joannes meminit dicentem Deum Judeis: 
Scrutamint Scripturas, in quibus putatis vos vitam eternam 
habere ; tlle sunt, que testimontum perhibent de me; et non 
vultis venire ad me, ut vitam habeatis. Johan. v. 39. 

Quomodo igitur testabantur de eo Scripture, nisi ab uno et 
eodem essent Patre, praestruentes homines de adventu Filii ejus, 
et preenunciantes salutem que est ab eo? Si entm crederetis 
Moysi, crederetis et mihi: de me entm tlle scrupsit. 

Scilicet quod inseminatus est ubique in Scripturis ejus Filius 
Dei, aliquando quidem cum Abraham loquens, aliquando cum 
eodem comesurus, aliquando autem Sodomitis inducens judi- 
cium: et rursus, cum videtur et in viam dirigit Jacob, et de 
rubo loquitur cum Moyse. Et non est numerum dicere in 
quibus a Moyse ostenditur Filius Dei: cujus et diem passionis 
non ignoravit ; sed figuratim preenunciavit eum, Pascha no- 
minans. Iren. adv. her. lib. iv. c. 23. p. 248. 





NUMB. I. | OF TRINITARIANISM. 335 


TEXT XVII. 
JOHAN. vi. 62. 


"Edy oby Oewpiyre Tov vidy Tov avOpwrov avaBalvovra 
Srov iv To mpdrepoy ; 


_1. Quod side ccelo missus a Patre est, non utique homo 
tantum est: homo enim, ut diximus, de cclo venire non 
potuit. 

Non igitur ibi ante homo fuit: sed illuc ascendit, ubi non 
fuit. 

Descendit autem Dei Verbum, quod ibi fuit: Verbum, in- 
quam, Dei; et Deus, per quem facta sunt omnia, et sine quo 
factum est nihil. 

Non igitur homo inde sic de ccelis venit; sed Dei Sermo, id 
est Deus, inde descendit. 

Homo est enim cum Deo junctus, et Deus cum homine 
copulatus. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p 619. 

2. Kai wepi rou ciwety rov dAnO.vor "Inoovy rév Ocoy Iapany, 
Gre Ovrw dvaBéBnxa xpdc rov Harépa pov, obdérw hoay Bewph- 
cayrec avroy dvepydépevov Srov hy TO xpdrepoy. 

Abrov tort qwrt rov dvOpwmrieGévrog Geo’ Adyou, ro, ’Eay 
ody tdnre row vioy rov dyvOpwrov dvaGalvovra Sxov hy ro xpé- 
repov; Kai ro, Obdcic dvaBéByxey ele ror obpavdy, el pr 6 
‘ée rov obpavod xaraGdc, 6 viog rov dyOpmmov 6 dy éy rp 
otpary. | 

Airoc éyévero pot sic Oedv kal Kipcoy "Inoovy 6 elg dy Adyoc: 
pla abrov irdorace, kal ty xpdowroy’ abrég tore @ trerayn ra 


wayvra rapa rov [larpéc’ ove wy édarrwy rov Ilarpéc, trép Hudy 


wpoonutaro, Néywr' Ilarep Ayte, dyiacov abrove, rhpnooy ai- 
rove. Dionys. Alex. adv. Paul. Samos. Quest. x. Oper. 
p. 274. 





_ — ~ Ta 
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Thy éEuhv® Kal elde, cal txapn. Elzrov ovy of "lovdaior rode 
auréy' Ievrfxovra rn ovmw exec, xat ABpaau idpaxac ; 
Elev avrotc 6 “Inoovc* ’Apny apiv Afyw tyliv, moiv 
"ABoaap yevicBat, tyw clue. 

Kai viv dd€acdv pe, od Marep, rapa csauty, rp Obey 
elxov, 7d Tov Tov Kdopoy elvat, mapa ool. 


1. Ipse igitur Christus cum Patre vivorum est Deus, qui et 
locutus est Moysi, qui et patribus manifestatus est. 

At, hoc ipsum docens, dicebat Judeeis: Abraham, pater vester, 
exultavit, ut videret diem meum ; et vidtt, et gavisus est. 

Quid enim credidit Abraham Deo, et deputatum est ei ad 
justiciam ? 

Primum quidem, quoniam ipse est factor cceli et terrz solus 
Deus: deinde autem, quoniam faciet semen ejus quasi stellas 
ceeli. | 

Justé igitur derelinquens terrenam cognationem omnem, se- 
quebatur Verbum Dei, cum Verbo peregrinans, ut cum Verbo 
moraretur. Iren. adv. her. lib. iv. c. 11, 12. p. 239. 

2. In eo autem, quod amicos Dei dicit suos discipulos, mani- 
festé ostendit se esse Verbum Dei: quem et Abraham, volun- 
tarié et sine vinculis, propter generositatem fidei sequens, amicus 
factus est Dei. 

Sed neque Abrahe amicitiam, propter indigentiam, assumpsit 
Dei Verbum, existens ab initio perfectus: Anteqguam, enim, 
Abraham esset, ego sum; inquit : sed ut Abrahz donaret ipse 
seternam vitam existens bonus, quoniam amicitia Dei immor- 
talitatis est condonatrix his qui aggrediuntur eam. 

Igitur initio, non quasi indigens, Deus hominem plasmavit 
Adam ; sed ut haberet, in quem collocaret sua beneficia. Non 
solum ante Adam, sed et ante omnem conditionem, glorificabat 


Verbum Patrem suum manens in eo: et ipse a Patre glorifica- 
batur. Quemadmodum ipse ait: Pater, clarifica me claritate, 
VOL. I. Zz 
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quam habui apud te priusquam mundus fieret. Tren. adv. heer. 
lib. iv. c. 27, 28. p. 253, 254. 

8. Qui legunt ergo hominis filium hominem Christum Jesum, 
legant hunc eundem et Deum et Dei Filium nuncupatum. 

Nam, quomodo est, qua homo, ex Abraham: sic est etiam, 
qua Deus, ante ipsum Abraham. 

Et quomodo, qua homo, filius David: ita Dominus David, 
qua Deus, nuncupatus est. 

Et quomodo, qua homo, sub Lege factus est: ita, qua Deus, 
sabbati Dominus expressus est. 

Et quomodo post mundum, qua homo, nascitur: sic ante 
mundum, qua Deus, fuisse perhibetur. 

Et quomodo ex semine David, qua homo, genitus est: sic 
ita per ipsum, qua Deum, mundus dicitur institutus. 

Et quomodo, qua homo, post multos: ita, qua Deus, ante 
omnes. 

Et quomodo ceteris, qua homo, inferior: sic omnibus, qua 
Deus, major. 

Et quomodo in ccelum, qua homo, ascendit : sic inde, qua 
Deus, ante descendit. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. 
p- 607. 

4. Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo inquit: Ante 
Abraham ego sum? 

Nemo enim hominum ante eum potest esse, ex quo ipse est : 
nec potest fieri, ut quicquam prius fuerit ante illum, ex quo 
ipsam originem sumpsit. Sed enim Christus cum ex Abraham 
sit, ante Abraham esse se dicit. Aut mentitur igitur, et fallit ; 
si ante Abraham non fuit, qui ex Abraham fuit : aut non fallit ; 
sietiam Deus est, dum ante Abraham fuit. Quod nisi fuisset, 
consequenter cum ex Abraham fuisset, ante Abraham esse 
non posset. Novat.de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 620. Vide 
etiam Orig. cont. Cels. lib. viii. p. $86. cit. infra sub Johan. 
x. 30. 
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TEXT XX. 
JOHAN. x. 30. 


"Ey xai 6 Tlario tv topev. 


1. Apud nos autem solus Filius Patrem novit: et sinum 
Patris ipse exposuit : et omnia apud Patrem audivit et vidit ; et, 
quée mandatus est a Patre, ea et loquitur. Nec suam, sed 
Patris, perfecit voluntatem: quam de proximo, imo de initio, 
noverat. Quis enim scit que sint in Deo, nisi Spiritus qui in 
ipso est ? 

Sermo ergo et in Patre semper, sicut dicit; Egotn Patre; 
et apud Deum semper, sicut scriptum est; Et Sermo erat 
apud Deum: et nunquam separatus a Patre, aut alius a Patre; 
quia Ego et Pater unum sumus. 

Hec erit probola veritatis, custos unitatis, qua prolatum di- 
cimus Filium a Patre, sed non separatum. Tertull. adv. Prax. 
§ 6. Oper. p. 409. 

2. Ego et Pater unum sumus. 

Hic ergo jam gradum volunt figere stulti, imo ceeci, qui non 
videant: primo, Ego et Pater, duorum esse gignificationem ; 
dehinc in novissimo sumus, non ex unius esse persona, quod 
pluraliter dictum est; tum quod Unum sumus, non Unus 
sumus. 

Si enim dixisset, quod Unus sumus, potuisset adjuvare sen- 
tentiam illorum. Unus enim singularis numeri significatio 
videtur. 

Adhuc, cum duo, masculini generis, Unum dicit neutrali 
verbo, quod non pertinet ad singularitatem, sed ad unitatem, 
ad similitudinem, ad conjunctionem, ad dilectionem Patris qui 
Filium diligit, et ad obsequium Filii qui voluntati Patris ob- 
sequitur. 

Unum sumus, dicens, Ego et Pater ; ostendit, duos esse, quos 
gequat et jungit. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 15. Oper. p. 422, 423. 

zZ 2 


- +e. 
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8. Post Philippum et totam substantiam queestionis istius, 
quee in finem evangelii perseverant in eodem genere sermonis, 
quo Pater et Filius in sua proprietate distinguitur, Paracletum 
quoque a Patre se postulaturum, quum ascendisset ad Patrem, 
et missurum repromittit et quidem alium, sed jam praemisimus 
quomodo alium: ceterum de meo sumet, inquit, sicut ipse de 
Patris. 

Ita connexus Patris in Filio, et Filii in Paracleto, tres efficit 
coheerentes, alterum ex altero: qui tres unum sunt, non unus ; 
quomodo dictum est, Ego et Pater unum sumus: ad substantie 
unitatem, non ad numeri singularitatem. Tertull. adv. Prax. 
§ 15. Oper. p. 425. 

4, Si homo tantummodo Christus, quid est quod ait: Ego 
et Pater unum sumus ? 

Quomodo enim Ego et Pater unum sumus,.si non et Deus est 
et Filius, qui idcirco Unum potest dici, dum ex ipso est, et dum 
Filius ejus est, et dum ex ipso nascitur, dum ex ipso proces- 
sisse reperitur, per quod et Deus est. Quod cum invidiosum 
Judeei putassent, et blasphemum credidissent, eo quod se osten- 
derat his sermonibus Christum esse Deum, ac propterea ad 
lapides concurrissent, et saxorum ictus injicere gestissent ; ex- 
emplo et testimonio Scripturarum adversarios suos fortiter re- 
futavit. : 

Si tllos, inquit, dixit deos ad quos verba facta sunt, et non 
potest solvi Scriptura : quem Pater sanctificavit, et misit tn hunc 
mundum, vos dicitis quia blasphemas, quia dixt, Filius Det sum = 
ego? 

Quibus vocibus neque se negavit Deum, quinimo Deum se 
esse firmavit. Nam, quia sine dubitatione dei esse dicuntur ad 
quos verba facta sunt, multo magis hic Deus qui melior illis 
omnibus invenitur. Et nihilominus calumniosam blasphemiam 
dispositione legitima congruenter refutavit : Deum se sic in- 
telligi vult, ut Filium Dei, et non ipsum Patrem vellet intelligi. 
Missum enim se esse dixit, et multa opera se ex Patre osten- 
disse monstravit; ex quo, non Patrem se, sed Filium, esse in- 
telligi voluit: et, in ultima parte defensionis, Filii non Patris 


é 
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fecit mentionem, dicendo; Vos dicilis quia blasphemas, quia 
dizi Filius Dei sum. 

Ita, quod ad crimen blasphemie pertinet, Filium se, non Pa- 
trem, dicit: quod autem ad divinitatem spectet ipsius, Ego et 
Pater unum sumus dicendo, Filium se esse et Deum probavit. 

Deus est ergo : Deus autem sic, ut Filius sit, non Pater. No- 
vat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 620, 621. Vide etiam Clem. 
Alex. Peedag. lib. i. c. 8. p. 113. 

5. Dicit Dominus: Ego et Pater unum sumus. Et iterum, 
de Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto, scriptum est: Et hi tres 
unum sunt. Et quisquam credit, hance unitatem, de divina veri- 
tate venientem, sacramentis ccelestibus cohzrentem, scindi in 
Ecclesia posse, et voluntatum collidentium divortio separari ? 
Hanc unitatem qui non tenet, Dei legem non tenet, non tenet 
Patris et Filii fidem, et veritatem non tenet ad salutem. Cyprian. 
de unit. Eccles. Oper. vol. i. p. 109. 

6. Aexréoy d€ kai mpog rovro, Sri, ciwep Evevotxer 6 Kédoog ro, 
"Eyw cat 6 Tarip év éopev’ xai 76 év edyf eipnuévoy tra rov 
Yiot rot Oeod év rg, ‘Oc eyo cal ov Ev éopev obx ay Gero hac 
Kal Gov Oeparevery mapa roy éxl waor Oedy. ‘O yap Iarnp, 
gnoly, év enol, Kaya év rg Iarpi. 

Ei d& ric éx rovrwy weptoractijocerat, 2) wh av’ropodovpey mpdc 
rouc dvaipouvrac dvd elvat txoordoetc Harépa nai Yidv émcorn- 
cdrw ro, Hy éd& ravtwy rev morevodyrwy i Kapdia Kal i Wx) 
pia, iva Oewpian ro,"Eya cat 6 Llarnp év éoper. 

“Eva ody Ocov, we drodedwxapev, tov Tlarépa xai rov Yior, 
Osparevoper’ kal pever uty 6 mpoc roug dAXove drevig Adyoc’ 
cal ob roy Evayxdc ye paverra, we TpOrEpoy OK Ovra, UrepOpno- 
kebopev. Adbr@ ydp weOdpeba rp eirdryrt, piv "ADpaap yeréo- 
Gat, éy& eipe® Kal Néyorrt, "Eyw ciue f adijGaa. Kai oby otrw 
ric hudy éorw dvdpanodoy, we otecOat, Sre h Tig dANBelac oicia 
xpOo Trav xpdvuwy ric rov Xpiorov érupavelac obk hy. 

Opnoxetboper ov roy Ilarépa rijc dAnOetac cal roy Yiow ry ddH- 
Gaav, dvtra dbo rh vroordcet mpaypara, Ev dé ry dporolg cai 
TH cuppwrig nal ry rauréryre rov BovAhparoc’ we Toy Ewpaxdra 
rov Yiov (dvra dravyacpa rijc Odénc, cal yapaxrijpa rij¢ vmro- 
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oragewe Tov Ocov) iwpakévar év abr@, Gyre eixdve row Oeod, rov 
Oey. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. viii. p. 385, 386. Vide etiam 
Dionys. Roman. apud Athan. Epist. de Synod. Nic. cont. heer. 
Arian. decret. Oper. vol. i. p. 422, 423. 





TEXT XXI. 
JOHAN. Xiil. 3, 4. 


Eldwe 6 “Inaove, br: wavra S£dwxev avrg 6 Marip sic 
TaC XEipag, Kal drt awd Oceov 2EHADE Kal rpdc rov Oedy 
vmaye, eyelperat ix rou Selrvou, cal rlOnot ra iuaria, Kat 
AaBav Alvriov SéZwoev iaurdv. 


1. 'O Kuptog rpuBAly éxmWaro ebredel, wal caréxAtvey rove 
pabnrdc émt ric xdac xapai’ cal rove wédac Emmrey adray, ca- 
Bavy repilwodperoc, 6 drvgog Oedc cal Kipwe rev Edwy, obx 
dpyupoty 61) rodovenriipa weptdépwy dx’ obpavov. Clem. Alex. 
Peedag. lib. ii. c. 8. Oper. p. 161. 

2. Est ergo Deus Pater omnium institutor et creator, solus 
originem nhesciens, invisibilis, immensus, immortalis, seternus, 
unus Deus, cujus neque magnitudini neque majestati neque 
virtuti quicquam non dixerim preeferri, sed nec comparari 
potest. 

Ex quo, quando ipse voluit, Sermo Filius natus est: qui, non 
sono percussi eris, aut tono coactee de visceribus vocis, accipi- 
tur; sed in substantia prolate: a Deo virtutis agnoscitur : cujus 
sacree et divine nativitatis arcana nec apostolus didicit, nec 
prophetes comperit, nec angelus scivit, nec creatura cognovit ; 
Filio soli nota sunt, qui Patris secreta cognovit. 

Hic ergo, cum sit genitus a Patre, semper est in Patre. Sem- 


per autem sic dico, ut non innatum, sed natum, probem. Sed 
qui ante omne tempus est, semper in Patre fuisse dicendus est. 
Nec enim tempus illi assignari potest, qui ante tempus est. 
Semper enim in Patre, ne Pater non semper sit Pater: quin et 
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Pater illum etiam quadam ratione precedit, quod necesse est 
quodammodo prior sit qua Pater sit. Quoniam aliquo pacto 
antecedat necesse est eum, qui habet originem, ille qui originem 
nescit. 

Hic ergo, quando Pater voluit, processit ex Patre: et, qui 
in Patre fuit, quia ex Patre fuit, cum Patre postmodum fuit, 
quia ex Patre prccesstt: substantia scilicet illa divina, cujus 
nomen est Verbum, per quod facta sunt omnia, et sine quo 
Sactum est nihil. 

Omnia enim post ipsum sunt, quia per ipsum sunt: et merito 
ipse est ante omnia, quando per illum facta sunt omnia, qui 
processit ex eo ex cujus voluntate facta sunt omnia: Deus uti- 
que, procedens ex Deo, secundam personam efficiens, sed non 
eripiens illud Patri quod unus est Deus. 

Si enim natus fuisset inmnatus, comparatus cum eo qui esset 
innatus, eequatione in utroque ostensi duos faceret innatos : et 
ideo duos faceret Deos, si non genitus esset, collatus cum eo 
qui genitus non esset ; et, equales inventi, duos Deos merito 
reddidissent non geniti: atque ideo duos Christus reddidisset 
Deos, si sine origine esset, ut Pater inventus, et ipse principium 
omnium ut Pater, duo faciens principia, duos ostendisset nobis 
consequenter et Deos. 

Aut, si et ipse Filius non esset, sed Pater generans de se 
alterum Filium, merito collatus cum Patre, et tantus denotatus 
duos Patres effecisset, et ideo duos approbasset etiam Deos. 

Christus autem non innatus est, sed ex Patre est, quia geni- 
tus est: sive dum Verbum est, sive dum Virtus est, sive dum 
Sapientia est, sive dum Lux est, sive dum Filius est, et quic- 
quid horum est dum non aliunde est; quando, sicut dicimus 
jam superius, ex Patre, Patri suo originem suam debens, dis- 
cordiam divinitatis de numero duorum Deorum facere non 
potuit, qui ex illo qui est unus Deus originem nascendo con- 
traxit: quo genere dum et unigenitus est et primogenitus ex 
illo est, quia originem non habet, unus est omnium rerum et 
principium et caput. 

Est ergo Deus; sed in hoc ipsum genitus, ut esset Deus. 





344 THE APOSTOLICITY [ APP. I. 


Est et Dominus; sed in hoc ipsum natus ex Patre, ut esset 
Dominus. Est et Angelus; sed, ad annunciandum magnum 
Dei consilium, ex Patre suo Angelus destinatus. 

Cujus sic divinitas traditur, ut non dissonantia diviritatis 
duos Deos reddidisse videatur. Subjectis enim ei quasi Filio 
omnibus rebus a Patre, Patris quidem sui Filius probatur; 
catterorum autem et Dominus et Deus esse reperitur. 

Ex quo, dum huic, qui est Deus, omnia substrata traduntur, 
et cuncta sibi subjecta Filius accepta refert Patri; totam di- 
vinitatis auctoritatem rursus illi remittit: unde unus Deus os- 
tenditur verus et zternus Pater, a quo solo heec vis divinitatis 
emissa, etiam in Filium tradita et directa, rursum per substan- 
tig communionem ad Patrem revolvitur. 

Deus quidem ostenditur Filius, cui divinitas tradita et por- 
recta conspicitur: et tamen nihilominus unus Deus Pater pro- 
batur, dum gradatim reciproco meatu illa majestas atque 
divinitas ad Patrem, qui dederat eam, rursum ab illo ipso Filio 
missa revertitur et retorquetur. Ut merito Deus Pater omnium 
Deus sit, et principium Filii sui quem Dominum genuit: Filius 
autem ceeterorum omnium Deus sit, quoniam omnibus illum 
Deus Pater preeposuit quem genuit. 

Ita mediator Dei et hominum Christus Jesus omnis creature 
subjectam sibi habens a Patre proprio potestatem qua Deus est, 
cum tota creatura subdita sibi concors Patri suo Deo inventus, 
unum et solum et verum Deum Patrem suum, manente in illo 
quod etiam auditus est, breviter approbavit. Novat. de Trin. 
in Oper. Tertull. p. 638, 634. 


TEXT XXII. 


JOHAN. xiv. 8, 9, 10. 


Aéya avtp Pituwrog’ Kipte, detEov jyiv rov Taréoa, 


. 3 ao tC 9 ~ e 9 ~- ~ ? 
kal apket nuty. Aéye aut@ 0 Incovc' Tooovrov ypdévoy 
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Aan 


uO vue cipt, Kal ovK Eyvexde pe, PlrAarwe; “O 


SOR ves, :. 


tov Ilarépa; Ov moredbecc, Sri tyw ev tw Taro, cad 6 I 





“ ? 2° 5] 
THO Ev EMOl ETL ; 


1. Et Dominus autem Philippo, volenti Patrem videre, re- 
spondit : Tanto tempore vobiscum sum, et me non cognovistis? 
Philippe, qui videt me, videt et Patrem meum. Quomodo tu 
dicis, Ostende nobis Patrem? Ego enim in Patre, et Pater in 
me est: et amodo cognovistis eum, et vidistts eum. Quibus ergo 
Dominus testimonium dixit, quoniam et cognoverunt in ipso et 
viderunt Patrem: Pater autem veritas. Iren. adv. her. lib. 
ili. c. 13. p. 197. 

2. Si Filium nolunt secundum a Patre reputari, ne secundus 
duos faciat Deos dici, ostendimus etiam duos Deos in Scriptura 
relatos et duos Dominos: et tamen, ne de isto scandalizentur, 
rationem reddidimus, qua Dti non duo dicantur nec Domini ; 
sed, qua Pater et Filius, duo: et hoc non ex separatione sub- 
stantie, sed ex dispositione, quum individuum et inseparatum 
Filium a Patre pronunciamus, nec statu sed gradu alium, qui 
et si Deus dicatur, quando nominatur singularis, non ideo duos 
Deos faciat sed unum, hoc ipso quod et Deus ex unitate Patris 
vocari habeat, sed argumentationibus eorum adhuc retundendis, 
opera preebenda est, si quid de Scripturis ad sententiam suam 
excerpent, czetera nolentes intueri, que et ipsa regulam servant, 
et quidem salva unione divinitatis et monarchiz sonitu. Nam, 
sicut, in veteribus, nihil aliud tenent, quam; Ego Deus, et alius 
preter me non est: ita, in evangelio, responsionem Domini ad 
Philippum tuentur; Ego et Pater unum sumus; et, Qui me 
viderit, vidit et Patrem; et, Ego in Patre, et Pater tn me. 
Tertull. adv. Prax. § 14. Oper. p. 419, 420. 

8. Toaotrov xpdvov peB tua eipt, Kai oie Eyvwkde pe, Bi- 
hurme ; Tovro 0’ cipnxer airy abwwoarvre kal Néyorre’ Aciloy jyiv 
rov Tarépa, cal dpxe? fyiv. Nonoag rig ovv, mic det dover 


wept povoyevoc Oeov Yiod rov Oeov, rov mpwroroxov maone Kri- 


aewc, KaOdre 6 Adyoco yéyove oupi, bWerat, wwc, idwy Tig THY 
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elxédva rov dopdrov Ocov, yrwoerat roy Larépa xai woinrhy rovde 
rov wayrécg. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vii. p. 361. 





TEXT XXIII. 
JouAN. xvi. 28. 


"EERAQOv apa rou Ilarpoc, xai tAHAvOa tic row xdopov’ 
? ? A! o + a ‘ 4 
wad agin tov Kdopoyv, kal Topevouat moog Toy Ilarépa. 


1. ’Emt Eva "Inooty Xproroy rov ag’ Evog Tlarpog mpoedOdrra, 
kat cic Eva Gyra kal ywonoavra. Ignat. Epist. ad Magnes. 
§ vii. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. ii. p. 19. 

2. ‘O Inootc, Yidc Sv Oeov, cai rply EevavOpwxfjoat, Kai Evay- 
Oowxhcac, drodelkyurat. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. iii. p. 119. 

8. Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo dicit; Ego ex 
Deo prodit et vent: cum constet, hominem a Deo factum esse, 
non ex Deo processisse ? 

Ex Deo autem homo quomodo non processit, sic Dei Verbum 
processit, de quo dictum est: Eructavit cor meum Verbum 
bonum. Quod quoniam ex Deo est, merito et apud Deum est: 
quodque quia non otiosé prolatum, merito omnia facit. Omnia 
enim per ipsum facta sunt, et sine ipso factum est nthil. 

Sed enim hoc Verbum, per quod facta sunt omnia. Et Deus, 
Inquit, erat Verbum. Deus ergo processit ex Deo: dum qui 
processit Sermo Deus est, qui processit ex Deo. Novat. de 
Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 620. 





TEXT XXIV. 


JOHAN. xvii. 3. 
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Autn EGTLY FF AlWVLOC Jw), iva yivwoxwol GE TOV fovoyv 


adnOfvov Ocov, cal Sv antoreAag "Inoovw Xptordv. 
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1. Si homo tantummodo Christus, quare credendi nobis talem 
regulam posuit, quo diceret: Hac est autem vita eterna, ut 
sciant te unum et verum Deum, et quem misisti Jesum Christum ? 

Si noluisset se etiam Deum intelligi, cur addidit, Et quem 
misists Jesum Christum ; nisi quoniam et Deum accipi voluit ? 
Quoniam, si se Deum nollet intelligi, addidisset; Et quem 
misistt hominem Jesum Christum: nunc autem neque addidit, 
nec se hominem nobis tantummodo Christus tradidit ; sed Deo 
junxit, ut et Deum per hanc conjunctionem, sicut est, intelligi 
vellet. 

Est ergo credendum, secundum preescriptam regulam, in 
Dominum unum verum Deum, et in eum quem misit Jesum 
Christum consequenter: qui se nequaquam Patri, ut diximus, 
junxisset, nisi Deum quoque intelligi vellet. Separasset enim 
ab eo, si Deum intelligi se noluisset : inter homines enim tan- 
tummodo se conlocasset, si hominem se esse tantummodo sciret ; 
nec cum Deo junxisset, sise non et Deum nosset. Nunc et de 
homine tacet, quoniam hominem illum nemo dubitat: et Deo se 
jungit merito, ut credituris divinitatis suze formulam poneret. 
Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 621, 622. Vide etiam 
Ibid. p. 683, 634. ut sup. cit. in Johan. xiii. 3, 4. 

2. Obx éoperv AiBwy oddeplay aicOnow éxdvrwy Oeparevral, 
ddAd pévov Oeov rov xpd wavrwy Kal éxl mdyrwy* Kal Ert rou 
Xptorov abrov, Svrwo Oeov Adyou wpe alwywy, oper Opnoxevral. 
Melit. Apol. in Chron. Pasch. ad a.p. 164, 165. apud Routh. 
Rel. Sacr. vol. i. p. 112. 

8. Quod enim, in evangeliis et in apostolorum epistolis, Jesu 
Christi nomen insinuatur ad remissionem peccatorum ; non ita 
est, quasi, aut sine Patre, aut contra Patrem, prodesse cuiquam 
solus Filius posset: sed ut Judeis, qui jactitabant se Patrem 
habere, ostenderetur, quod nihil eis Pater profuturus esset, nisi 
in Filium crederent quem ille misisset. Nam, qui Deum Patrem 
creatorem sciebant, Filium quoque Christum scire debebant ; 
ne sibi blandirentur et plauderent de solo Patre sine Filii ejus 
agnitione: qui et dicebat ; Nemo venst ad Patrem nist per me. 
Duorum autem cognitionem esse quz salvet, idem ipse mani- 
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Sermo. Item, in eodem, Dominus ad Thomam: Injice huc 
digitum tuum ; et vide manus meas ; et noli esse incredulus, sed 
fidelis. Respondit Thomas, et dixit illi: Dominus meus, et Deus 
meus. Cyprian. adv. Jud. lib. ii. § 6. Oper. vol. i. p. $4, 35. 
8. ‘O d€ é vexpiv dvaorag Xptordcg axéOave cad ELneey, 
iva kal vexpoy cal Cwvrwy Kupeevoy* Oedc yap ort pice, 6 Kupe- 
evwy roy dxdyrwy’ Kal dvacrac Kal excyvwobeic éx rev rpavparev 
Ode elvat dAnOivec, 6 cravpwHelc cal dvacrac, dporluwe re Oede 
Kuptoc br6 rov Owpua xnpurrdpevoc’ 6 yap Kipwg 6 Oedc, Exwy 
év xepoly abrov rove poAwrac, avéorn, 6 rerpauriopévoc Ov Hpac’ 
Oedc yap roy drocrédwy 6 WnragnBeic, ob gice EvOpwroc, adda 
puce Bede, 6 KAnpovdpoc roy éOveyv Kal kplywy wacay Thy yijr, 
we yéypanra, "Avaora 6 Osdc, kpivoy ry yijy, ore ov Karaxdn- 
povophaec ev waar roic EOveaty® Yidc Oeov Adyoc wy 6 Xptoroc, 
6 KAnpovdépoc, dxéBavey borepoy pera rove dovdove abrov rove 
xpopirac, wc a’roc, gnoly, év evayyeAlag elwe mpdc Tove ano- 
krelvayrac rove xpog¢njrac. Dionys. Alex. Epist. adv. Paul. Sa- 
mos. Oper. p. 210. 


TEXT XXVII. 
Rom. ix. 5. 


4 Ud 
“Qv oi rarépec, cal & wv 6 Xptorbc rd ward capKa, 6 


Ov tml wavrwy Oedc evrAoynro¢ ei¢ Tov alwvag. "Auhv. 


1. Hic est Emanuel, ne forte tantum eum hominem puta- 
remus. Non enim ex voluntate carnis, neque ex voluntate 
viri, sed ex voluntate Dei, Verbum caro factum est: neque 
alium quidem Jesum suspicemur fuisse; sed unum et eundem 
sciremus Deum esse. Hoc ipsum interpretatus est Paulus, 
scribens ad Romanos—de Israel : Quorum patres, et ex quibus 
Christus secundum carnem, qui est Deus super omnes benedictus 
in secula. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 18. p. 208. 
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2. De resurrectione, inquit, mortuorum, non legistis quod 
dictum est a Deo, dicente: Ego sum Deus Abraham, Deus 
Isaac, et Deus Jacob? Et adjecit: Non est Deus mortuorum, 
sed viventium ; omnes enim ei vivunt. 

Per heec itaque manifestum fecit, quoniam is, qui de rubo 
locutus est Moysi, et manifestavit se esse Deum patrum, hic 
est viventium Deus. Quis enim est vivorum Deus, nisi gut 
est super omnia Deus, et super quem alius non est Deus ?— 

Qui igitur a prophetis adorabatur Deus vivus, hic est vivorum 
Deus et Verbum ejus, qui et locutus est Moysi, qui et Saddu- 
ceeos redarguit, qui et resurrectionem et Dominum ostendit. 

Si enim Deus mortuorum non est, sed vivorum ; hic autem 
dormientium patrum Deus dictus est: indubitaté vivunt Deo, 
et non perierunt, cum sint filii resurrectionis. 

Resurrectio autem ipse Dominus est: quemadmodum ipse 
ait: Ego sum resurrectio et vita. Patres autem ejus filii: dic- 
tum est autem a propheta; Pro patribus tuis facli sunt tibi 
falas tui. 

Ipse igitur Christus cum Patre vivorum est Deus, qui et 
locutus est Moysi, qui et patribus manifestatus est. Tren. adv. 
her. lib. iv. c. 11. p. 288, 239. 

8. Duos quidem definimus Patrem et Filium, et jam tres 
cum Spiritu Sancto, secundum rationem ceconomie que facit 
numerum: ne (ut vestra perversitas infert) Pater ipse cre- 
datur natus et passus; quod non licet credi, quoniam non ita 
traditum est. 

Duos tamen Deos et duos Dominos nunquam ex ore nostro 
proferimus: non quasi non et Pater Deus, et Filius Deus, et 
Spiritus Deus, et Deus unusquisque; sed quoniam retro et 
duo Dii et duo Domini preedicabantur, ut, ubi venisset Christus, 
et Deus agnosceretur et Dominus vocaretur, quia Filius Dei et 
Domini. 

Itaque Deos omnino non dicam nec Dominos : sed apostolum 
sequar, ut, si pariter nominandi fuerint Pater et Filius, Deum 
Patrem appellem, et Jesum Christum Dominum nominem. So- 
lum autem Christum potero Deum dicere, sicut idem apostolus : 
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Ex quibus Christus, qui est, inquit, Deus super omnia benedictus 
tn e@vumomne. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 10. Oper. p. 413, 414. 

4. Deum nemo vidit unquam. 

, Quem Deum? Sermonem? At quin vidimus, et auditmus, 
et contrectavimus, de Sermone vitee przedictum est. 

Sed quem Deum? Scilicet Patrem, apud quem Deus erat 
Sermo, unigenitus Filius, qui est x sinu Patris, ipse disserust. 
Ipse et auditus ; et visus; et, ne phantasma crederetur, etiam 
contrectatus. Hunc et Paulus conspexit: nee tamen Patrem 
vidit. Nonne, inquit, vidi Jesum? Christum autem et ipse 
Deum cognominavit : Quorum patres, et ex quibus Christus se- 
cundum carnem, qui est super omnia Deus benedictus in evum. 
Tertull. adv. Prax. § 10. Oper. p. 416. 

5. Si et apostolus Paulus, Quorum, inquit, patres, et ex 





quibus Christus secundum carnem, qui est super omnia Deus be- 
nedictus in secula, in suis literis scribit:—merito Deus est 
Christus. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 609. 

6. Quod Deus Christus :—Item Paulus ad Romanos: Op- 
tabam ego ipse anathema esse a Christo pro fratribus cognatis- 
que meis secundum carnem ; qui sunt Israelite, quorum adoptio, 
et claritas, et testamentum, et legis constitutio, et famulatus, et 
promisstones ; quorum patres, ex quibus Christus secundum car- 
nem, qui est super omnia Deus benedictus in secula. Cyprian. 
adv. Jud. lib. ii. § 6. Oper. vol. i. p. 34, 35. 

7. Quis ergo est iste, qui in forma Dei, ut diximus, factus 
est? 

Angelus? Sed nec in angelis formam Dei legimus, nisi quo- 
niam hic preecipuus atque generosus pre omnibus Dei Filius 
Verbum Dei, imitator omnium paternorum operum, dum et ipse 
operatur sicut et Pater ejus, forma (ut expressimus) est Dei 
Patris. 

Et merito in forma pronunciatus est Dei, dum et tpse super 
omnia, et omnis creaturee divinam obtinens potestatem, et Deus 
est exemplo Patris: hoc ipsum tamen a Patre proprio conse- 
eutus, ut omnium et Deus esset et Dominus esset et Deus ad 


formam Dei Patris ex ipso genitus atque prolatus. Hic ergo, 
' 
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quamvis esset in forma Dei, nen est rapinam arbitratus equalem 
se Deo esse. 

Exinantett se, dum ad -injurias contumeliasque descendit, 
dum audit infanda, experitur indigna: cujus tamen humilitatis 
adest statim egregius fructus. 

Accepit enim nomen, quod est super omne nomen : quod utique 
non. aliud intelligimus esse, quam nomen Dei. Nam, quum 
Dei sit solius esse super omnia, consequens est, ut nomen illud 
sit super omnia, quod est ejus qui super omnia est Dei. Est 
ergo nomen illud, quod super omne nomen est: quod nomen 
est ejus utique consequenter, qui, quum in forma Dei fuisset, 
non rapinam arbitratus est aqualem se Deo esse. Novat. de 
Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 613. 

8. 'O wy éxl ravrwy Gedc, Kipwc 6 Oede "lepad\, ‘Inaoie 6 
Xpeordc. Dionys. Alex. Oper. p. 248. 

9. °O de Adyet 6 drdorodoc’ “My of warépec, xa & dv 6 Xpro- 
ro¢ TO Kara cdpca, 6 dy éxi rdyrwy Oedg eldoynroc eic rove ai- 
Gvac’ xadwc Sinyeirac cai NKapmrpic ré ric &AnOelacg pvorhpioyr’ 
obroc 6 wy éxt xdvrwy Oede gory, Néyer yap obrw pera wappn- 
giacg, Haryra por rapadédora two rov Llarpdéc’ 6 Sv émt ravrwv 
Oeog evrdoynroc yeyévnras cai AvPowroc yevdperoc Cade éoriv 
eig rove aldévac. Hippol. cont. Noet. c. vi. Oper. vol. ii. p. 10. 

[Simili modo locum aceeperunt etiam Noetus Noetique dis- 
cipuli; uti ex eodem Hippolyto patet: Christum enim Patrem 
habentes, de Christo, qua Patre, dictum affirmarunt. 

Xpiordc yap hy Ocdc, disseruit Noetus, cal EraOey de typdc, 
adrocg oy Tarjp, iva cal oioar Hac duvnOy. “Addo oe, pnocy, 
ob duvapueBa déyerv* cal yap 6 drdcrodog Eva Oeov dporoyel, 
Aéyww “Gly of warépec, cat & Jv & Xpeordg rd card odpxa, 6 wy 
éxl xavrwy Oedc ebdoyntog eic rove alévac. Hippol. cont. 
Noet. c. ii. Oper. vol. ii. p. 7. 

Inter Catholicos, scilicet, et Patripassianos, quod ad locum 
spectavit, nihil interfuit. De Christo, ut sit Christus super 
omnia Deus benedictus, uno ore interpretati sunt: Catholici 
vero Christum, Deum de Deo, Filium de Patre, habuerunt ; 
Patripassiani autem Christum, Patrem ipsissimum, Numine 
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unipersonali existente, affirmarunt. De loci ipsius igitur mente 
prorsus consenserunt antiqui, sive Catholici, sive Heeretici. 
Christum esse super omnia Deum benedictum monere apostolum, 
sequé se habuerunt persuasos. | 

10. Totroy dé Yiov yevynroy, povoyev® Yioy, eixdva rov dopd- 
rov Qeov rvyyxavorra, xpwréroxoy raonc xricewc, Lopiay cal Ad- 
yoy cai Advauey Ocov, xpo alwywy byra, ov rpoyvwoet dN’ ob- 
cig xat trocrace Gedy, Oeov Yiov, Ev re wadag cal vég dcabqcy 
éyvwxérec, dporoyovper cal knpvocopev. “Oc & ay drripaynrac 
rov Yidv rov Geov Oeoy pr elvac mpd KaraBodjie Kdopov morev- 
ery Kai podroyety, gaoxwy dvo Geove xarayyéANeoOa, édv 6 Vide 
rov Qeov ede knpvoonrat, rovroy adAdrpwov rov ExxAnovacriKod 
Kavovoc WyovpeBa: cal waicat ai caodcxal éxxAnolat cvpgwvoverv 
hiv. Tlept yap rovrov yéypanrat' ‘O Opdyvo¢c cov, 6 Geos, cic 
aléva aidvoc'—xal gnow dxrdorodoc’ *EL dy 6 Xptoréc rd cara 
odpka, 6 wy éxi xavrwy Oedc evroynrog ele rove alovac. ‘Aphy. 


Concil. Antioch. Epist. apud Routh. Rel. Saer. vol. ii. p. 466. 


“TEXT XXVIII. 
1 Coninru. i. 25. 
"Ore 6 pewpdv Tov Oeov cogwrepov Trwv avOpwrwv tori: 


kal 7d aoGervic Tov Geo iaxupdrepov rw avOpuTwy tori. 


Quid est autem Stultum Det sapientius hominibus, nisi crux et 
mors Christi? Quid Infrmum Det fortius homine, nisi nativitas 
et caro Dei? Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib. v. § 9. Oper. p. 302. 





TEXT -XXIX. 


Pupp. ii. 5—11. 


Tovro yap gpoveloOw tv tyiv & cat tv Xptotw Incov' 
dc, tv poppy Oeod vrdpxwv, ovy apTaypov yhearo Tb 
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elvarloa Gew’ GAN éavrdv ixtvwoe, popgdiy SobAov AaBwy, 
iy dpowdpart avOpwrwv yevduevoc’ Kal, oxfpare evpeDae we 
avOowrog, trarelywotv iautov, yevopevoc trhxoocg péxpt 
Gavarov, Pavarov S2 atavpov. Atd cal 6 Osdc airy irepty- 
woe, kal tyaploaro a’ty Svona Td Urip rav Svoma’ Iva ev 
tm dvdpuart Inco wav yévu xapiy trovpaviwy Kat ércyelwy 
kat xatayODoviwy, xai waca yAwooa touoroyhanra sre 
Kiptog "Incote Xptoric tic 8éEav Qcov Ilarpdc. 


1. Tawewroppoypoyrwy ydp gory 6 Xptoroc, odx ématpopévwy 
Ext ro woluvtoy avrov. To oxijxrpov rijc peyadwobrne rov Ocoi, | 
6 Kiptoc hpdy Xptorog "Ineo, obx FAVer ev kéuxy ddalovelac 
obdé drepngaviac, xalxep dvvapevog’ d\Aa rareivoppovay, xab- 
we TO Hvevpa “Ayer rept abrotv ékdAngey. Clem. Rom. Epist. 
ad Corinth. i. § 16. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. i. p. 156. 

2. Propter hoc Dominus noster, in novissimis temporibus 
recapitulans in seipso omnia, venit ad nos, non quomodo ipse 
poterat, sed quomodo illum nos videre poteramus. Ipse, enim, 
in sua enarrabili gloria, ad nos venire peterat: sed nos magni- 
tudinem glorise su portare non poteramus. [Iren. adv. her. 
lib. iv. c. 74. p. 809. 

8. Dicit, quod, In efigte Det constitutus, non rapinam existi- 
mavit pariart Deo.— que non erit Dei Christus veré, si nec 
homo veré fuit in effigie hominis constitutus. Tertull. adv 
Marcion. lib. v. § 41. Oper... 329. 

4. Vacua et inanis res est Sermo Dei, qui Filius dictus est, 
qui ipse Deus cognominatus est: Et Sermo erat apud Deum, et 
Deus erat Sermo? Scriptum est: Non sumes nomen Det in 
vanum. Hic certé est, qui, tn effigte Dei constitutus, non rapi- 
nam existimavit esse se equalem Deo. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 6. 
Oper. p. 409. 

5. Cur autem, licet ad aliam partem disputandi festinare vi- 
deamur, illum preetereamus apud apostolum locum: Qui cum 
in forma Dei esset, non rapinam arbttratus est equalem se Deo 
esse; sed semetipsum exinanivit, formam servi accipiens, im st- 
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militudine homsnum factus, et habitu inventus ut homo, humiliavit 
se, obediens factus usque ad mortem, mortem autem crucie : 
propterea et Deus illum superezaliavit, et dedit nomen quod est 
super omne nomen, ut m nomine Jesu omne genu flectatur, coe- 
lestium, terrestrium, et infernorum ; et omnis lingua confteatur, 
quoniam Dominus Jesus in gloria est Dei Patris. 

Qut cum in forma Det esset, inquit. 

Si homo tantummodo Christus, in imagine Dei, non in for- 
ma Dei, relatus fuisset: hominem enim scimus, ad imaginem, 
non ad formam, Dei factum. Quis ergo est iste, qui tn forma 
Dei, ut diximus, factus est? Angelus? Sed nec in angelis 
‘ formam Dei legimus, nisi quoniam hic preecipuus atque gene- 
rosus pree omnibus Dei Filius Verbum Dei, imitator omnium 
paternorum operum, dum et ipse operatur sicut et Pater ejus, 
forma (ut expressimus) est Dei Patris. Et merito in forma 
pronunciatus est Dei, dum et ipse super omnia, et omnis crea- 
turee divinam obtinens potestatem, et Deus est exemplo Pa- 
tris: hoc ipsum tamen a Patre proprio consecutus, ut omnium 
et Deus esset et Dominus esset et Deus ad formam Dei Patris 
ex ipso genitus atque prolatus. 

Hic ergo, quamois esset tn forma Det, non est rapinam 
arbitratus equalem se Deo esse. 

Quamvis enim se ex Deo Patre Deum esse meminisset, 
nunquam se Deo Patri aut comparavit aut contulit, memor se 
esse ex suo Patre, et hoc ipsum quod est habere se quia Pater 
dedisset. Inde denique, et ante carnis assumptionem, sed et 
post assumptionem corporis, post ipsam preeterea resurrectio- 
nem, omnem Patri in omnibus rebus obedientiam preestitit 
pariter ac preestat. Ex quo probatur, nunquam arbitratum illum 
esse rapinam quandam divinitatem, ut sequaret se Patri Deo. 

Quinimo contra, omni ipsius imperio et voluntati obediens 
atque subjectus, etiam ut formam servi susciperet contentus fuit ; 
hoc est, hominem illum fieri et substantiam carnis et corporis, 
quam ex paternorum et secundum hominem delictorum servi- 
tute venientem nascendo suscepit. 

.. Quo tempore se etiam extnanivit, dum huraanam conditionis 
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fragilitatem suscipere non recusavit. Quoniam, si homo tan- 
tummodo natus fuisset, per hoc exinanitus non esset: homo 
enim nascens augetur, non exinanitur. Nam, dum incipit esse 
quod, cum non esset, habere non potuit, ut diximus, non ex- 
inanitur, sed potius augetur atque ditatur. At, si Christus ex- 
inanitur in eo quod nascitur, formam servi accipiendo ; quo- 
modo homo tantummodo est: de quo verius dictum fuisset, 
locupletatum illum esse tunc quum nasceretur, non exinanitum, 
nisi quoniam autoritas divini Verbi, ad suscipiendum hominem 
interim conquiescens nec se suis viribus exercens, dejicit se ad 
tempus atque deponit, dum hominem fert quem suscepit. £z- 
snanivit se, dum ad injurias contumeliasque descendit, dum au- 
dit infanda, experitur indigna: cujus tamen humilitatis adest 
statim egregius fructus. 

Accepit enim nomen, quod est super omne nomen ; quod utique 
non aliud intelligimus esse, quam nomen Dei. Nam, quum 
Dei sit solius esse super omnia, consequens est, ut nomencillud 
sit super omnia, quod est ejus qui super omvia est Dei. Est 
ergo nomen illud, quod super omne nomen est: quod nomen 
est ejus utique consequenter, qui, quum in forma Dei fuisset, 
non rapinam arbitratus est zequalem se Deo esse. 

Neque enim, si non et Deus esset Christus, omne se in nomine 
ejus genu flecteret, coelestium et terrestrium et infernorum, nec 
vistbilia aut invisibilia aut rerum omnium omnis creatura homini 
esset subjecta sive substrata, quee se ante hominem esse memi- 
nisset. Ex quo et, dum in forma Dei esse Christus dicitur, et 
dum in nativitatem secundum carnem se exinanisse monstra- 
tur, et dum id accepisse nomen a Patre quod sit super omne 
nomen exprimitur, et dum in nomine ejus omne genu ccelestium 
et terrenorum et infernorum se flectere et curvare monstratur : 
et hoc ipsum i gloriam Det Patris succurrere asseritur; con- 
sequenter, non ex illo tantum homo est quia obedtens Patri 
Jfactus est usque ad mortem, mortem autem crucis, sed ex his 
etiam rebus superioribus divinitatem Christi sonantibus Domi- 
nus Christus Jesus et Deus (quod heeretici nolunt esse) mon- 
stratur. Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 612, 613, 614. 
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6. Pater Deus preecepit Filium suum adorari; et apostolus 
Paulus, divini praecepti memor, ponit et dicit: Deus exaltavst 
tllum, et donavit illi nomen quod est super omne nomen; ut in 
nomine Jesu omne genu flectatur, coelesttum, terrestrium, et tn- 
fernorum. Et, in Apocalypsi, Angelus Johanni volenti adorare 
se restitit et dicit: Vide ne feceris, quia conservus tuus sum et 
fratrum tuorum. Jesum Dominum adora. Cyprian. de bon. 
patient. Oper. vol. i. p. 220. Vide etiam Cyprian. Test. adv. 
Jud. Jib. iii. § 39. vol. i. p. 76. 

7. TloAtgwrde ye & Zwrip, cal rodurpoxoc cic dvOpwxwr ow- 
rnplay’ &weAGy, vovOeret-—dia Bdrou Aadet’—xai re wupi de- 
Girrerar rove dvOpwrovc, dvaxrwy ék xlovoc rhv gdrdya, Seiypa 
Opov xaptroc Kal géBov' Edy ixaxovepc, ro pic" tay rapaxovoyc, 
TO wip. ‘Exedy d€ cat xlovoc cai Barov } odpt ryuwrépa, xpo- 
oyrat per’ Exeiva P0éyyorrat, abrog év ’Hoatg 6 Kuptog Aahor 
auroc, év "HAlg’ év ordpart xpognror, abrdg. YW de, dAN’ ei 
mpophrarc pi) moreverc, pvOoy 388 twokapPBdverc Kal rove dvdpac 
Kal v6 xup, abrdg got Nadfjoee 6 Kipcoc® “Oc, é» poppy Ocov brap- 
Xwv, ovy dpraypoy hryhoaro ro elvacloa Oeg’ éxévwce dé Eav- 
roy 6 giromcrippwy Oedc, cHoar Tov GvOpwrov yAcydpevoc. Kai 
atro¢ fin col évapyac 6 Adyog Aadet, Svowxey rhy amoriay. 
Nal, gnc 6 Adyoe 6 rov Oeov, dvOpwroc yerdpevog’ iva dn cai 
ov mapa dvOpwmrov peOnc, mp wore dpa &vOpwxocg yévnrat Oedc. 
Clem. Alex. Admon. ad gent. Oper. p. 7. 

8. "Eouey dé 6 Matdaywysc hudy, 3 waidec dpeic, ry Mlarpi 
avrov re Oeg, ovrép tor Yiog dvapaprnrog, &vexiAnrrog, cai 
arabic riy Wuyxfv Sede év avOpwrov cyhpart, &ypavroc, warpt~ 
Kp OeAfpare dcdxovoc, Adyog Gece, 6 év ry Tarp, 6 éx deka rov 
Ilarpoc, ovy cal rg oxfhpare Oedc. Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. i. 
c. 2. Oper. p. 79, 80. 

9. Oedc év dvOpwrg, kai 6 dvOpwroc Oedc. Kal rd GéAnpea rov 
Tlarpoc 6 pecirng émcredet” preoirne yap 6 Adyog, 6 Kowwdg ap- 
goiv* Ocod per Yidc, Zwrip oe dvOpwxwy* cai rod perv duaxovoc, 
hpwy o€ madaywydc. AovdAnc dé oben ric capKoc, Kabdg cal 6 
HavAoc paprupet, mwc dy ric eixdrwe rv Oepawavay xoopyn, 


Tpoaywyou cikny; “Ore yap dovAov poppy ro capKiKoy, Ext rov 
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Kuplou gyoly 6 axdorodoc’® drt éxévwoev éavrov, poppy dobdov 
haGey rov éxrog avOpwroy dovAoy wpocexwy, mpiy dovArAEvoae 
kal capKogopijoa row Kipiov. ‘O dé cuprabiic Ged abroc hrev- 
Oépwoer riv adpxa’ rijc POopac Kat dovdrclac rij¢ Oavarnpdpov Kal 
mwuxpac axadddbac, riyv agOapciay mepeéOnxey avry, dytoy rovro 
ry capkt cal didcdrnrog xaddAwmiopa repiBelc, tyv &0avaciar. 
Clem. Alex. Peedag. lib. iii. c. 1. Oper. p. 215. 

10. To dé xaraPeBnnog ele dvOpwrove Ev poppy Ocod irijpye’ 
kal, dc ditavOpwriay, Eavroy Exévwoev, iva ywpnOiva dx’ ab- 
rav Surny. Ob of rou d && dyabwy sic xaxov yéyovery abrg 
peraBodh.— 

Ei 6&, oGpa Ovnroy cai Yrvyiy dvOpwrivny dvadaBor, 6 
aBavaroc Oede Adyog doxet rg Kédog dddarrecOa cal perawdar- 
reoOat, pavOavirw, dri 6 Adyoc, ry obalg pévwy Adyoc, obdéry 
fey xdoyet dy wacyxe ro oGpa h h Wruyf* ovyxaraBalywy & 
éof’ Gre rg py buvapévy abrod rac pappapyyac cal ry Aap- 
xpornra rij¢ Oeedrnroc BAérety, oiovel capt yiverat, cwparcKxdc 
Aadovpevog, Ewe 6 rowvtroy abroy wapadeldpervog, cara Bpaxy bxd 
rou Adyou perewptlopevoc, OuvnOy abrot Kal riy (iy obrwe évo- 
paow) xponyoupérny popdiv Oedcac8ar.— 

“Obey, obx we 6 Kédoog cal of xaparAhown airy Bovdovrat, 
perepopgwOn 6 Ocdg hur’ cad, ele rdinpnrdy Spoc dvaBac, dAAnY 
Edecke rv Eavrov poppny cal wodd@ xpelrrova, ie of Karw pé- 
vovrec, Kal ph duvdpevor abr eic tog dxodovBeiv, EAewpour. 
Ob yap elxoy of xarw dpOadrpove dvvapévouc Préxery rv rov 
Adyov éxi ro Evdotoy xat Oecdrepoy perapdppwory.— 

Gnoiv ovy tkic (6 Kédooc), “Ore roe de dAnOic peraBddree 
6 Gedc, Gowep ovrol pac, el¢ cdpa Ovyrov, cai xpoeipyrar rd 
addvvarov.— 

Kal xpoc rovro déyour’ dv, wy pv wepi rite rob Belov Adyov 
picewe Svroc Oeov, x7 de wept ric “Inood Wuytic.— 

Tatra 0 émorapevoc, 6 Oeiog Adyoo woAXa woAXaxov Héyet 
Trav ypager. "Apxet 0, Ext rov wapdyrog, play wmapabéobar Mav- 
Aov Adk&ey, otrwe Exovcay® Tovro gpovelaOw ev tiv, 6 Kal év 
Xpiorg@ "Inoov: S¢, gv popdy Oeov txdpywy, ok dpraypoy iyn- 
caro rd elvac loa Oey? aN’ Eaurov éxévece, poppiy Covdov da- 
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Bo» cal, oyhpare ebpebele dc  dvOpwroc, trarcivwaey tavror, 
yevdpevoc txhxooc péypt Oavarov, Oavdrov dé cravpov. Aw cai 
6 Bede abroy trepiwor, cai éxaploaro atry Svopa ro brep ray 
évopa. Orig. cont, Cels. lib. iv. p. 169—172. Vide etiam Orig. 
Comment. in Johan. Oper. vol. i. p. 84, 35, 145, 306. 

11. ’Ewecd) 6 povoysric rov Geov Adyoc, Oedc trdpxwy éx 
Qeod, xexévwxey éauroy xara rac ypagac, xabelc éGedovre Eavroy 
cic Srep obk Hy, cal riy ddoloy ratrny capka Huwtoyxero, Novroy 
wal Uwepupovofa Agyerac Kal wc obK Exwy dia ro drOpisrivoy 
povovovy? cal gv ydpirocg polpg AapPavea ro Svopa ro bxép xa» 
Svopa, kara riy rov paxapiov TavAav gwrhy. "A’ Fy, rd xpie 
pa cal ro Gdn Bec, ob Sdoic we ev apyg rev otk évévray abr¢ 
dvoixiic, ToAAOD ye Kai det’ vooiro & ay padAoy avagolrnay «al 
dvadpopn mpoc ro év apyy cal obawdd¢ Kal dvaroSAnrec trdp- 
xov abrgy. Hippolyt. Comment. in Gen. Oper. vol. ii. p. 29. 

12. Ildc ov Néyete AvOpwroy xarelalperoy roy Xptordy, cai 
ov Gedy dyra aAnOivox, kai rpooxyvovpevoy xapa wdone cricewe 


avy Iarpl cal ‘Ayly Iveipare, rov capxwOévra éx rijc dylag xap~ 


Gevov cal Oeordxov Maplac; Ac hyde yap xaredélaro yevéoOar éx 
yuvadc’ SOev xalrd wabocg bxép hpdy xaredélaro, Keywoac éav- 
roy, al rareveoac Ewe Oardrov, Gardrov dé cravpov, toa cod 
twapyet. Dionys. Alex. Epist. adv. Paul. Samos. Oper. p. 
210, 211. 

13. Bic rév iow rot Geov, dro rou wAnpwparog ric Oedryroc 
sig ror Biov EXnArvOdroc. Kevwbele yap, xairay popgiy rod dob- 
Aov rpochafwy, ele rqv éavrov redccérnra warty dvexAnpwOn Kai 
thy déiay. Adroc yap, éy Eaurg opixpurOerc, cal gv roig Eavrov 
Bépeory dvadvbeic, Ex rig Eavrovd opexpdrynrog Kal rey éavrov pepo 
cig TY cupTARPWoLW TAAL Thy EavToU Kal Td péyeDoe Karéorn, 
ovdéxore rou rédevog elvac pewOelc. Method. Sympos. p. 115. 

14, GerAfpare Geov o Adyor capt yevdpevoc, cat oyhpare evpe- 
Geic we &vOpwroc, obk adredelPOn ric Oedérnroc. Odd yap, Iva 
Tic Ovvapewc abrod i ddéng redelac a xooTH ATWXEVTAG, wrovowe 


wy, rovro éyévero’ GAN’ iva Kai roy Odvaroy, txtp huey rev 
dpaprwriey, dvadéinras, Petr. Alex. de Divin. apud Routh. 
Re]. Sacr. vol. ii. p. 344. 
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15. 'O abrog Gece xai &vOpwroc "Inoove Xproroc xpoepyrevero 
éy yop cal mpodfrate’ Kal, éy ry exeAnolg rH xO Troy obpayoy 
waoy, wexlorevrat Oeog per Kevwoac éavroy dxo rov elya Toa 
Gey. Concil. Antioch. Epist. ad Paul. Samos. apud Routh. 
Rel. Sacr. vol. ii. p. 4738. 





TEXT XXX. 
Cotoss. i. 15—17. 


@ 9 a -~ -~ =o 9 o ‘ y 

Oc tort eixwy rov Oeov rov aoparov, rpwrdroxog rdone 

. ? 9 =~ 9 0 8 U4 s 93 o » -” 
xrloewe” Sre ev avryy exriaOn ra wavra, ta ty Toic ovpavoi¢c 
kal ta itl ric yinc, ta dpara «cai ra adpara, cire Opdvor, 

» ? ] ? ” 9 “ 4 ’ 7 9 
(TE KUMLOTNTEC, ETE apyxal, ElTE eEovolar’ ra wavra, & adv- 

a 4 4 

tov «al cic avroy, Exriorat’ kal avrog tort mpd TWavrwy, Kal 


N ld -~ 
Ta wavra éy autw cuvéornke. 


1. Kal ro ov» 'Iopand Svopa rovro onpalyet,”AvOpwrog vixay 
Avyapiv—Orep xai dca rov puornptov rij¢ mdAne, fy éewddatcev 
"laxeB, pera rot patvopévov péev éx rov rp rov Marpoc Bovdy 
brnpereiv, Geo O€ éx rov elyar Téxvoy xpwréroxoy rev bdwy xrlo~ 
pdrwy, éxenpogpnrevero, otrwc xa dvOpwroc yevdpuevoc 6 Xproroc 
conoer, Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 277, 278.. Comp. 
Ibid. p. 222. 

2. Non enim tantum hic, sed nec quidem ex his que con- 
stituta et in subjectione sunt, comparabitur Verbo Dei, per 
. quem facta sunt omnia, qui est Dominus noster Jesus Christus. 
Quoniam enim sive angeli,, sive archangeli, stve throns, sive 
dominationes, ab eo qui super omnes est Deus et constituta 
sunt, et facta per Verbum ejus, Joannes quidem sic significavit. 
Cum enim dixisset de Verbo Dei, quoniam erat in Patre, adjecit : 
Omnia per eum facta sunt, et sine eo factum est nihil. Iren. 
adv. heer. lib. iti. c. 8. p. 179. 

$. Omnia igitur talia circumscribere volens discipulus Domini, 
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et regulam veritatis constituere in Ecclesia, quia est unus Deus 
omnipotens, qui per Verbum suum omnia fecst, et visebilia et 
invisthilia ; significans quoque, quoniam per Verbum, per quod 
Deus perfecit conditionem, in hoc et salutem his qui in condi- 
tione sunt przestitit hominibus: sic inchoavit in ea quz est 
secundum evangelium doctrina: Jn principio erat Verbum, 
et Verbum erat apud Deum, et Deus erat Verbum: hoc erat in 
principio apud Deum. Omnia per ipsum facta sunt: et sine ipso 
Sactum est nihil, quod factum est. Iren. adv. heer. lib. iii. c. 11. 
§ 8, 9. p. 184. 

4. “Eorty 6 Yidg rov Geov Adyog rou Ilarpog, év idég nai évep- 
yelg. Ipog abrov yap xal 6c abrov xdyra éyévero, évdcg Svroc 
rou Ilarpéc xai rov Yiov. Athenag. Legat. § ix. p. 88. 

5. Si homo tantummodo Christus, quomodo visibilia et tn- 
visibilia, thront, virtutes, et domtnationes, per ipsum et tn tpso, 
creata esse referuntur: cum virtutes coelestes per hominem 
fieri non potuerint, que ante hominem ipsum esse debuerint ? 
Novat. de Trin. in Oper. Tertull. p. 610. 

6. Verbum caro factus habitavit in nobis: ex nobis hic 
Christus, non homo tantum quia hominis filjus, sed etiam Deus 
quia Dei Filius comprobatur. 

Quod si et primogenttus omnis creature ab apostolo dictus 
sit Christus ; nisi quoniam, secundum divinitatem, ante omnem 
creaturam ex Patre Deo Sermo processit? Quod nisi ita he- 
retici acceperint, Christum hominem primogenitum omnis crea- 
turee monstrare cogentur : quod facere non poterunt. 

Aut igitur ante omnem est creaturam, ut primogenitus sit 
omni creaturee ; et non homo est tantum, quia homo post om- 
nem creaturam est: aut homo tantum est; et est post omnem 


creaturam. 

Et quomodo primogenitus.est omnis creaturse : nisi quoniam 
dum Verbum illud, quod est ante omnem creaturam et ideo 
primogenitus omnis creature, caro fit, et habitat in nobis; hoc 
est adsumit hunc hominem, qui est post omnem creaturam, et 
sic cum illo et in illo habitat in nobis, ut neque homo Christo 
subtrahatur, neque divinitas negetur ? 
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Nam, si tantummodo ante omnem creaturam est, homo in illo 
subtractus est: si autem tantummodo homo est, divinitas, quae 
ante omnem creaturam est, intercepta est. 

Utrumque ergo in Christo confcederatum est, et utrumque 
conjunctum est, et utrumque connexum est. Novat. de Trin. 
in Oper. Tertull. p. 611, 612. 

7. Cum manifestum sit omnia esse facta per Christum: aut 
ante omnia est, quoniam omnia per tpsum; et merito et Deus 
est: aut, quia homo est, post omnia est; et merito per ipsum 
nihil factum est. | 

Sed, nihil per ipsum factum esse, non possumus dicere; cum 
animadvertamus, omnia per ipsum facta esse, scriptum. 

Non ergo post omnia est; id est, non homo tantum est, qui 
post omnia est: sed et Deus; quoniam Deus ante omnia est. 
Ante omnia est enim, quia per ipsum omnia: ne, si homo tan- 
tum, nihil per ipsum ; aut, si omnia per ipsum, non homo tan- 
tum : quoniam, si homo tantum, non omnia per ipsum, imo nihil 
per ipsum. 

Quid ergo respondent, nihil per ipsum, ut homo sit tantum ? 
Quomodo ergo omnia per tpsum ? 

Ergo non homo tantummodo est, sed et Deus; siquidem 
omnia sunt per ipsum: ut merito intelligere debeamus, nec 
hominem esse Christum tantummodo qui est post omnia, sed et 
Deum cum per ipsum facta sint omnia. Novat. de Trin. in 
Oper. Tertull. p. 609. 

8. Kai, wep rovrov & éy roic dywrépw, oc iv Excrouy, rpoc rac 
Kédoou xarnyoplac eipyrac’ év olc dredelkvuro 6 xdone xricewc 
xpwrdroKxoc, dvedngae cbpa Kal puyny dvOpwalyny? wai Sri 6 
Ocdc évereiharo rept rey rooutrwyr év kéopy, Kai éxricOn’ Kai sre 
é riv évroAny AaPwy 6 Cede Adyoc Hy. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. i. 
p. 79. 

9. Ob povog dé péyac Kal’ hudc éorey d rev Edwy Cece cat 
Harijp’ perédwxeyap éavrov cal rig peyadedrnrog re povoyevet 
kai xpwrordxy mdonc xricews iv’, elxoy abrog ruyxavey rov 
aopdrov Oeov, cal éy rg peyebec owLy rv elxdva rov Marpdéc. Ob 
yap oldy 7’ hy, elvat ctpperpoy (ir otrwe cvoudew) cal Kady 
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eixdva tov doparov Oeov, ps) cal rot peyéPove xapioracay riv 
tixdva. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vi. p. 323. 

10. Xpela dé rg pedAorre elec ravra Aéyew cadéc, Ilva rept 
Xptorcaveyv drodoyhonra, évrpexopévwy Gro re ofBev, rapa 
roy éxt xa@ot Oedv, cal roy xpwréroxoy wden¢e cricews Adyov 
atvrov. Orig. cont. Cels. lib. vii. p. 378. 

11. 'Erei dvOpwwoe péy éorey 6 dxoBavay, ove hy dé AvOpwroc 
9 ’AAHBaa, Kal 4 Logla, cal i) Elpgvn, cai  Aucacootyn, nal wepi 
ov yéypawrat Oedc Av 6 Adyoc’ otk dréBavey 6 Geog Adyog, cai 
fy AAAGera, aat h Logla, cal h Ancacooiyyn’ dvewisexrog yap h elke 
rov Qeov rov dopdrov, xpwréraxog xadone xrigews, Gavarov. Orig. 
Comment. in Johan. Oper. vol. ii. p. 363. Vide etiam Ibid. 
p- 61, 62. 

12. Oby dc of xornrai cal pvOoypdgor Néyover viove Oewy Ex 
auvovaiag yevywpévouc, dA’ we dAiOea dinyeirar, roy Adyoy 
roy dvra dtaxayrog évdiaberoy éy kapdig Oeov. [po yap re yi- 
veaOat, rovroy elye avpBovdoy, Eavrod Novy cal Opdynow oyrra. 
“Oxore On #OeAncey 6 Ode rotHoat dca éGovdNevoaro, rovroy roy 
Adyov éyévynce xpogpopuoy, mpwréroxoy xdene Kxrigewe’ ob Kevw- 
Geig abroc rov Adyou, d\Aad Adyoy yevynoac, cal rp Adye ab- 
rou draxavrog Opidwy. “Obey diddoxovoer hac ai dyrat ypagal, 
kal xdyrec.oi mvevparogépa, & dv 'Iwavync Adyer 'Ev dpyy 
qv 6 Adyos, cal 6 Adyor Hy wpdg rov Oedv* dexvvg, Gre Ev xpw- 
rote pdvocg Hy 6 Geog, cal év ubrgy 6 Adyog. “Emeira Néyer’ Kai 
Oedg hy 6 Adyoo’ 'xayra &’ abrod éyévero, cal ywple abrov éyé- 
vero ovde Ev. Theoph. ad Autol. lib. ii. § 22. p. 366. 

13. [poe ob¢ xa elmore dy rig’ "O pupoxivdvyce dyOpwrow, wol- 
npa 6 xpwroroxog done Krigewc, 0 EK yaoTpog TPO éEwopdpov ‘yer- 
ynOeic, 6 eimey dc Lopia, Lipo d& wdvrwr Bovvev yerrg pe; 
Kal rodAaxod 6€ roy Delwy oylwy yeyervijoBar, dAXN’ ov yeyo- 
vévat, Tov Yidv Aeyopevoy evpa tic Av’ tg’ Uy xaragaving Edéy- 
xovrac rd Wevon wepi rijc¢ rov Kupiou yervhoewc trokauPdrorrec, 
of xolnow abrov ry Belay cai Gpdnrow yévynow déyerv rodpwy- 
rec. Dionys. Roman. cont. Sabell. apud Athan. Epist. de Sy- 
nod. Nic. cont. heer. Arian. decret. Oper. vol. i. p. 422. 

14, Téyparrar Ta wavra, & abrov xal cig abrov, exrierat. 
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Otrw d€ &¢ drnBac dvroc cal évepyovrroc, wo Adyou dpa cai 
Oeov’ dv ot 6 Ilarjp xdyvra xexolnxey, oby dc dt’ dpydvou, ovd’ 
we Oe éxtorhpnce dvuxoctarov’ yeryqoarrog pév rov Larpdg roy 
Yiov dc Sdoay évépyeaay cat évurdoraroy, Evepyuovvra rd xdyra 
éy xdoww. Concil. Antioch. Epist. ad Paul. Samos. apud Routh. 
Rel. Sacr. vol. ii. p. 466. Labb. Concil. vol. i. p. 841. 

15. Christum primogenitum esse, et ipsum esse Sapientiam 
Dei, per quem omnia facta sint.—Item Paulus ad Colossenses : 
Qui est emago Dez invisibilis, et primogenitus totsus creatura. 
Cyprian. adv. Jud. lib. ii. § 1. Oper. vol. i. p. 31, 32, 


TEXT XXXI. 
Cotoss. ii. 9. 


"Ort cal év adre carol wav Td TWARpwua Tie Oedrnroc 
TWHMATIKWEC. 


1. ‘O Ilarip tpavépwcer jyiv roy oyra cvy abrg det Xpioror, 
év @ xaromwel way ro wAHpwpa ric Oeérnrog coparuéc. 

"Acovere, wiog Néyet Td pvoripioy 6 tepdc dwdarodog Maddog, 
TO ydp owpartxée xaroueiy rév [arépa cal ro Ivevpa ty rg 
Xprorg. 

"Ewecd) adpt yéyovery 6 Adyoc 6 Xptorog, ob wapad ro yevtoOas 
oty copa Tov Xporoy, otk éxavéarn 6 Harhp rov xwpioOijvar rg 
yevopivy eapxi’ Lapt 5 Adyor yéyove’ nal deixvvery, Sre drper-~ 
roc 6 Xptorog yerdpusvoc cape, det cvvatdwe dy rov yevvhoavroc® 
éy aire xaroutt way 76 xARpwpa rijc Osérnroe cwparusc. Dio- 
nys. Alex. adv. Paul, Samos. quest. vii. Oper. p. 259. 

2. Tor dé Yidv rapa ry Harpl, ovra Gedy pev wail Kepoy rey 
yevenrey axavrwy, bro de row Tarpoc dxocrahévra &§ obpavéy, 
cai capkwOévra ernrOpwryxévac. | 

Acéwep xal rd ék rijc #apOévov cHpa, ywpijcay way To wAnpwpa 
Tic Oedryrog cuparuac, ry Oeérnre drptnrec fywrat cal 7reBe0- 


366 THE APOSTOLICITY (APP. I. 


woinra’ ov xdpy, 6 abrog Oede xai AvOpwwroe “Inaotc Xprorde. 
Concil. Antioch. Epist. ad Paul. Samos. apud Routh. Rel. 
Sacr. vol. ii. p. 473. 





TEXT XXXII. 
1 Tim. iii. 16. 


Kal épodroyouptvwe pbya tort rd ric evoc3elac pvo- 
thotov’ ede igavepwoOn ev capt, %uawOn ev wvebpart, 
OOOn ayylAorc, exnpbxOn ev EOveaw, émorebOn tv xdopy, 
aveAHpOn ev SdEv. 


a 


1. Hoe ody épavepwOn rotcg aisow;—Hac deopoc Hpavllero 
caxlacg, &yvoa xaOppetro, wadacd Paoidela cuepOelpero, Oeod av- 
Opwrivwc pavepwpévov elc xatyérnra didiov Jwitc. Ignat. Epist. 
ad Ephes. § xix. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. ii. p. 16. 

2. Ele tarpéc éorey capxucde re al xvevparudc, yervnroc Kal 
dyévyntoc, Ev capkl yerduevoc Oedc,—xal éx Mapiag cai éx Ocod. 
Ignat. Epist. ad Ephes. § vii. Cotel. Patr. Apost. vol. ii. p. 13. 

S. ‘O d€, da yevéoewc,— gary Osde év capely, rjv dbvapey 
évdecvipevoc. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. vi. Oper. p. 684. 

4. Of morol Noyiebévrec tx’ abrov Eyrwoay Tarpoc puverhpia’ 
ov xdpey dxtorete Adyov, iva xéopp garg’ bc, Ud Aaov dri- 
pacbelc, dca droorddwy enpvxOelc, two Over emcorebOyn. Oiroc 
6 ax’ apyiic’—ovrog 6 del. Enpist. ad Diognet. in Oper. Justin. 
p- 387. ; 

5. Iorevowpey ody, xara riy wapddoow rev droorddwy, Ere 
Oedc Adyog dx’ obpaviy carhdOev ele r)v dylay wap0évoy Ma- 
piay* iva, capxwotic é abrijc, AaBav oé cat Wuyy riv drOpw- 
atyny, Noyihy O€ AEyw, yeyovicg wdyra bea éoriy dvOpwroc, won 
roy wenrwxdra, kai d¢0apclay dvOpwrog wapdoxy roig morev- 
ovotv Eri ro Syopa adrod. 


"Ey wdowv ovw drodédeccrat Hutvy rit¢ dAnOelag Adyoc, Gre etc 
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éorly 6 Harip, ob xapeort Adyos, 6c ov ra xdvra éxoinoey’ Sy, 
vorépoic Katpoic, ka0we eimapey dywrépw, dréoreiXey 6 Tarnp 
wpoc owrnplay dyOporwy. 

Otro, dia Neépov cat Hpognréy, tenotyOn xapecdpevog ele ror 
xdopov. Ka’ dy ovy rpdrov éxnptyOn, xara rovroy cai rapoy 
Epavépwoer tardy éx rapOévov xalAylov Hvevparog, kawvog av- 
Opwroc yerdpevoc, ro per olpavwr Exwr ro warpgoy dc Adyos, 
TO O€ éwl-yetoy de éx radatod ’Adap Oca wapOEvov capKotperog. 

Otrog, rpoedOwy sig xdcpov, Oed¢ gy cwpart édpavepwOn, ayv- 
Opwrog réXecog xpoedOwy. Hippolyt. cont. Noet. c. 17. Oper. 
vol. ii. p. 18, 19. 

6. Ele éoriy 6 Xprordc, 6 dv évy rg Iarpt ovvatdioc Adyoc’ 

ty abrov xpdcwroy, ddparog Oedc, cal dpard¢c yevdperoc. Oedc 
yap tpavep@On év capri, yerdpuevog éx yuvads 6 Ex Oeod Tarpoc 
yevynOelc. Dionys. Alex. Epist. adv. Paul. Samos. Oper. 
p- 411. 
. {Si, in commate 16, legendum sit, juxta nonnullos, dc, potius 
quam Oedc: mens luci totius, nihilominus, prorsus. immota 
manebit: vocula o¢ in commate 16, ad antecedens Oco¥ in com- 
mate 15, necessario scilicet, ad hunc modum, referente. 

"Eay 0€ Bpaduve, iva eldgc ric det év oixy OEOY dvacrpé- 
gecBa (frig éorly éxxAnola Oeov Cevroc, orbdog cal edpalwpa 
ric ddnOeiacg’ nat dpodroyoupévwe péya éorl ro rijc eboePBeiac 
puoriipwor’), OL égavepwOn év capri, edexatwOn év wvebpari, 
SG0n dyyédotc, ExnpvxOn év EOveory, excorevOn tv xdopy, dve- 
AHGOn ev ddéy. 

Partem commatis 16 posteriorem verti, Qué in carne mant- 
festatus est, ille in spiritu justificatus est, Greece Lingue idi- 
oma, nisi perquam barbaré, omnino vetat. Si enim talis fuisset 
mens apostoli, scripsisset, non d¢ épavepwOn év capi, édcxachOn 
éy wvevpart, sed 6 ey capxl pavepwberc EdaawOn Ev wvevpare. | 
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TEXT XXXIII. 
Hes. i. 8. 


IIpd¢ 8&2 rév Yidv’ ‘O Opdvoe cov, 5 Osd¢, tic rov aldva 


TOV alwvoc.. 


1. Kal, rapa rév voovpevor xownriy rev Sev, ddrXoe ric cupt- 
odoyetrat tro rov ‘Aylov Ivevparoc’ ov pdvoy dé da Mectwe, 
Ada kal ded AaBid. oo 

Kai yap, ot éxelvov, cipyrav Adyer 6 Kupwc rg Kupip pov, 
K&@ou éx dekusy prov, Ewe dy 06 rove éxOpovc cov bromddvoy roy 
wod@y cov’ wc tpoelpyxa. 

Kal wddky, Ev Gore Adyore’ ‘O Opdvocg ov, & Oedc, ele roy 
aléva rov aiévoc. ‘PaBdoc e’Oirnroc h paBdo¢g ric BactAkiag 
cov. ‘Hydrnoag diucatoovyny, cal iulonoac dvoplay. Ard rovro, 
ixptcé oe 6 Oedc, 6 Sede cov, EXatoy dyadtdoewe wapa rove 
prerdxouc ov. 

Ei ob» cal dddov rived Oeodoyety xai kvpwdoysiy ro Lvevpa ro 
“Ayr guré tpeic wapd roy Ilarépa rev bdev cal rov Xpioroy 
abrov, droxpivac0é po. Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. 
p. 215. =e <5 

2. ‘O Opdv0¢ aov, 6 Osdc, ele rov aisva rov alévoc.— 

“Ort your xai xpooxuynrdc éort eal Oed¢ cal Xprorog bxo rov 
ravra woijoavrog paprupoupervog, Kal of Adya ovTa: diapphdny 
onpalvover, Justin. Dial. cum Tryph. Oper. p. 228. 

$3. Neque enim Dominus, neque Spintus Sanctus, neque 
apostoli, eum, qui non esset Deus, definitive et absoluté Deum 
normmnassent aliquando, nisi esset verus Deus : neque Dominum 
appellassent aliquem ex sua persona, nisi, qui dominatur omnium 
Deum Patrem, et Filium ejus qui dominium accepit a Patre 
suo omnis conditionis ; quemadmodum habet illud: Dixit Do- 
minus Domino meo; Sede a dextris meis, quoadusque ponam 
initmicos tuos scabellum pedum tuorum. Patrem enim Filio col- 
loquutum ostendit: qui et dedit ei hereditatem gentium, et 
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subjecit ei omnes inimicos. Veré igitut cum Pater sit Dominus, 
et Filius veré sit Dominus, merito Spiritus Sanctus Domins ap- 
pellatione signavit eos, 

Et iterum, in eversione Sodomitarum, Scriptura ait: Et 
plust Dominus (Heb. Jehovah) super Sodomam et Gomorrham 
ignem et sulphur a Domino'(Heb. Jehovah) de ceelo. Filium 
enim hic significat, qui et Abrahee conloquutus sit, et a Patre 
accepisse potestatem ad judicandum Sodomitas propter iniqui- 
tatem eorum. 

Similiter habet illud: Sedes tua, Deus, in eternum. Virga 
directionis, virga regni tui. Dileaxisti justitiam, et odisit iniqui- 
tatem: propterea, unxit te Deus, Deus tuus. Utrosque enim 
Dei appellatione significavit Spiritus ; et eum qui ungitur Filium, 
et eum qui ungit (id est) Patrem. 

Et iterum: Deus stetit m synagoga deorum ; in medio autem 
deos discernit. De Patre et Filio, et de his qui adoptionem 
perceperunt, dicit. Hi autem sunt Ecclesia: hee enim est 
synagoga Dei, quam Deus, hoc est Filius ipse, per semetipsum 
collegit. 

De quo iterum dicit: Deus deorum Dominus (Heb. Jehovah ) 
loquutus est, et vocavit terram. Quis Deus, de quo dixit: Deus 
manifeste veniet, Deus noster ; et non silebit? Hoc est Filius: 
qui, secundum manifestationem hominibus, advenit; qui dicit 
palam, Apparut his qui me non queruat. Quorum autem deo- 
rum, quibus dicit: Ego dizt; Da estis, et flit Altissimt omnes? 
Hi scilicet, qui adoptionis gratiam adepti sunt, per quem cla- 
mamus, 4bba Pater. 

Nemo igitur alius, quemadmodum preedixi, Deus nominatur, 
ant Dominus appellatur, nisi qui est omnium Deus et Dominus; 
qui et Moysi dixit; Ego sum, qui sum ; et sic dices filtts Israel, 
Qui est mistt me ad vos: et hujus Filius Jesus Christus Dominus 
noster, qui filios Dei facit credentes in nomen suum. Iren. adv. 
heer. Jib. i. c. 6. p. 174, 175. 

4. Ceeterum ubique teneo unam substantiam in tribus cohe- 
rentibus. Tamen alium dicam oportet ex necessitate sensus, 
eum qui jubet, et eum qui facit. Nam nec juberet si ipse 

VOL. I. Bb 
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faceret, dum juberet fieri per eum. Tamen jubebat, haud sibi 
jussurus si unus esset; aut sine jussu facturus, quia non expec- 
tasset ut sibi juberet. 

Ergo, inquis, si Deus dixit, et Deus fecit; si alizs Deus 
dixit, et alius fecit : duo Dii preedicantur. 

Si tam durus es, puta interim: et, ut adhuc amplius hoc 
putes, accipe et in psalmo duos Deos dictos. Thronus tuus, 
Deus, in evum : virga regni tus. Dilexisti justitiam, et odtsts 
iniquitatem : propterea unxit te Deus, Deus tuus. Siad Deum 
loquitur, et unctum Deum a Deo affirmat: sed hic duos Deos 
pro virga regni tui. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 9. Oper. p. 413. 

5. Quod Deus Christus.—Item in psalmo xliv: Thronus 
tuus, Deus, in.secula seculorum. Virga aequitatis, virga regni 
tut. Dilexisti justitiam, et odisti intquitatem : propterea unxit 
te Deus, Deus tuus, oleo exultationts, super participes tuos. 
Cyprian. adv. Jud. lib. ii. § 6. Oper. vol. i. p. 34, 35. 

6. IapabécOa: dé xal rac xpogyrelac, xodv dy ein’ dpxcet 
éxi rov wapévrog ro dxd row reocapoxoorov Kai reraprov Wadpov, 
dc xalémeyéyparrat xpdc GdAorg elvac Kal gd1) xép rov adyarn- 
rov, EvOa cal Ocog dynydpevrar cadéc, dia rovrwy* "EkeyvOn 7 
xapic év xeldeci cov’ da rovro ebddynoé ce 6 Oede ele ror 
alwya. 

IIpdoxec 0° éwtpedwc roic etijc, EvOa ede eipnrar. ‘“O Opdvoc 
gov, ydp onary, 6 Bede, sig rov aidva rov aidvoc. “PaGdog ed- 
Ournroc, 4 paBdoc ric Baotdtelac cov. ‘'Hyaxnoag dtxaocvyny, 
cai tulonoac dvopulav’ dua rovro Expisé oe 6 Bedc, 6 Oede aov, 
EXatoy dyadXdcewe, Tapa rove perdyouc cov. 

Kal xaravdet, Sri Oeg Spray 6 xpophrnc, ot 6 Opdyvog early 
elg roy aléva rod alwvog, cal paBdog evOirnroc f paBdoc rij¢ Baot- 
Aelag abrov, rovroy roy Gedy gnot KexpioOat tro Oeod, S¢ eorey 
abvrov Ode’ xexploBac dé, éxel xapa rove perdxove abrov’ ovrog 
hyadrnce duxawovyyny, cat éulonoey dvoplay. Orig. cont. Cels. 
lib. 1. p. 43. 

7. ‘Oc & dv dvresdynrac rov Yidy rov Ocod Gedy jar) elvac xpd 
karaPoXijg Kéopov morevety Kai Gpodoyeiy, ddoxwy Ovo Oeove 
KarayyéAXeoOat édy 6 Yiog rov Oeod Gede xnpboonrat, rovroy &A- 
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Adrptoy rov éxxAnotacrixov Kdvovog iyyoupeba’ cal rdcat ai xa- 
Oodical éxxAnolat cvpgwvovow Hpyiv. [epi ydp rovrov yéyparrac’ 
°O Opdvoc gov, 6 Oedg, cig aidva alwvoc. Concil. Antioch. Epist. 
ad Paul. Samos. apud Routh. Rel. Sacr. vol. ii. p. 466. 

8. Factus est, et Dei Filius per Spiritum, et hominis per 
carnem: id est, et Deus et homo. Dei virtus in eo, ex operibus 
quee fecit, apparuit: fragilitas hominis, ex passione quam per- 
tulit; quam cur susceperit, paulo post docebo. Interim, et 
Deum fuisse et hominem, ex utroque genere permistum, pro- 
phetis vaticinantibus discimus.—Item David, in psalmo xliv : 
Thronus tuus, Deus, in secula seculorum. Lactant. Instit. lib. iv. 
§ 18. p. 388, 


TEXT XXXIV. 
Hes. ii. 7, 8, 9. 


"HAdrrwoacg airiv Boaxd te rap’ ayyéXoucg’ SdEy xat 
‘Tyg gorepavwoac avtoy, kat xarfarnoac abrov imi ra Epya 
rwv xepwv aov. Tdvra wrerdbac troxarw rwv rodwy 
avrov. "Ev ydp rw tbroragat airy ta wavra, ovdey adixev 
a’t@ avuréraxrov' viv d&& ow dpwpEY a’TH Ta TavTa 
trorerayptva’ tov 6? Bpayd re wap’ ayyéAove jAarTw-. 
pévov BAkronev “Incovy, ded rd wanna row Bavdrov, d6Ey 
kat Tuy éorepavwptvov' Srwe yxapitt Osov vaio wavroc 
yebonrat Bavaro. 


1. Dictusest quidem Magni consilu Angelus, id est, Nuncius : 
officii, non naturse, vocabulo. Magnum enim cogitatum Patris, 
super hominis scilicet restitutione, annunciaturus seculo erat. 

Non: ideo tamen sic angelus intelligendus, ut Gabriel aut 
Michael. Nam et Filius, a Domino vinee, mittitur ad cultores, 
sicut et famuli, de fructibus petitum. Sed non propterea unus 


ex famulis deputabitur Filius, quia famulorum successit ‘officio. 
Bb2 
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Facilius ergo dicam, si forte ipsum Filium angelum, id est, 
nunctum Patris, quam angelum in Filio. 

Sed, quum de Filio ipso sit pronunciatum; Minutsti eum 
modico quid citra angelos: quomodo videbitur angelum induisse, 
sic infra angelos diminutus, dum homo fit, qua caro et anima et 
filius hominis? Qua autem Spiritus Dei et Virtus Altissimi, 
non potest infra angelos haberi, Deus scilicet et Dei Filius. 
Quanto ergo, dum hominem gestat, minor angelis factus est : 
tanto nondum angelum gestat. Tertull. de carn. Christ. § 10. 
Oper. p. 32. 

2. Nam et profitemur, Christum semper egisse in Dei Patris 
nomine, ipsum ab initio conversatum, ipsum congressum cum 
patriarchis et prophetis, Filium Creatoris, Sermonem ejus, quem 
ex semetipso proferendo Filium fecit, ut exinde omni disposi- 
tioni suse voluntatique preefecit, dimmnuens ellum modico cttra 
angelos, sicut apud eum scriptum est: qua diminutione, in hac 
quoque dispositus est a Patre, quee ut humana reprehenditis, 
ediscens jam inde a primordio, jam inde hominem, quod erat 
futurus in fine. Tertull. adv. Marcion. lib. ii. § 21. Oper. 
p- 189. | 





TEXT XXXV. 
Rev. i. 8, 11. xxii. 13. 


"Eyw eiutto A xat ro Q, apxi cat téXoc, Aéyet 6 Kiproc, 
6 av Kal 6 Hv nal & épyopuevog, 6 wavroxparwp. “Ey 
9 , A o~ ew ? a} 
siut to A xal ro Q, 6 rpwro¢ Kal 6 Ecyarog. "Eyw cig 


ro A kal rd Q, apxy xat réduc, 6 mpwtog Kal 6 Eoxaroe. 


1. Pater quidem invisibilis, de quo et Dominus dixit: Deum 
nemo vidit unquam. 

Verbum autem ejus, quemadmodum volebat ipse, et ad utili- 
tatem videntium claritatem monstrabat Patris, et dispositiones 
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exponebat. Quemadmodum et Dominus dixit: Unigenttus 
Deus qui est in sinu Patris, ipse enarravit. 

Et ipse interpretatur Patris Verbum, utpote dives et multua 
existens, non in una figura nec in uno charactere videbatur 
videntibus eum, sed secundum dispensationem ejus causas sive 
efficaciam, sicut in Daniele scriptum est. 

Aliquando enim cum his, qui erant circa Ananiam, Azariam, 
Mizaelem, videbatur ; assistens eis in fornace ignis et in camino, 
et liberans eos de igne. Et visio,inquit, quarts similis Filio 
Dei. 

Rursum hic idem videbitur, quasi Filius hominis, in nubibus 
ceeli veniens, et appropinquans ad Veterem dierum, et sumens 
ab eo universam potestatem et gloriam et regnum. Et potesias, 
inquit, ejus potestas eterna ; et regnum ejus non interibit. 

Sed et Joannes, Domini discipulus, in Apocalypsi, sacerdo- 
talem et gloriosum regni ejus videns adventum, Conversus sum, 
inquit, videre vocem quce loquebatur mecum: et conversus vidi 
septem candelabra aurea, et inter candelabra similem Filio 
hominis. Joanne verd non sustinente visionem, Et cecidt enim, 
inquit, ad pedes ejus quasi mortuus (ut fieret quod scriptum est, 
Nemo vidit Deum, et vivet): et vivificans eum Verbum, et ad- 
monens quoniam ipse est in cujus pectore recumbebat ad coenam 
interrogans quis esset qui inciperet eum tradere, et dicebat ; 
Ego sum primus et novissimus, et qut vivo et fut moriuus, et ecce 
vivo in secula seculorum, et habeo claves mortis et inferorum. 
Iren. adv. heer. lib. iv. c. 37.§ 11, 12. p. 270. 

2. Kat dn ob yiverar dreyvwc tv we Ev, ob0€ wodAG we pépn, O 
Yide: dA’ we wdyra Ev. “EvOev xai wavra’ xixdog ydp 6 abroc 
cacuy trwy ovvapewy cic Ev ethovpévwy Kal Evoupévwy. Acad 
rovro, "Adda cal 'Quéya 6 Adyog eipyrat’ ot pédvov ro rédog 
dpx ylverat, cal reXeurg wadey ext rv dvwbey dpxiy, ovdapod 
dtagracy AaBwy. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. iv. Oper. p. 537. 

3. Odrwe cal abrog eipnrac 6 Kuptocg “AXga xai 'Opéya, apya 
kal rédog, ov od ra xdyra éyévero, Kal ywplce abrov Eyévero ovd€ 
ty. Clem. Alex. Strom. lib. iv. Oper. p. 684. 

4, Interim hic mihi promotum sit responsum adversus 1d, 
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quod et de Apocalypsi Joannis proferunt ; Ego Dominus, qui est 
et qui fuit et venit, Omnipotens : et sicubi alibi Dei Omnipotentis . 
appellationem non putant etiam Filio convenire, quasi qui ven- 
turus sit Omnipotens, cum et Filius Omnipotentis tam Omni- 
potens sit Dei Filius, quam Deus Dei Filius. 

Sed hanc societatem nominum paternorum in Filio ne facile 
perspiciant, perturbat illos scriptura, si quando unicum Deum 
statuit : quasi non eadem et Deos et Dominos duos proposuerit, 
ut supra ostendimus. Ergo, quia duos et unum, inquiunt, in- 
venimus : ideo ambo unus atque idem, et Filius, et Pater. 

Porro non periclitatur scriptura, ut illi de tua argumentatione 
succurras, ne sibi contraria videatur. Habet rationem, et quum 
unicum Deum statuit, et quum duos Patrem et Filium ostendit : 
et sufficit sibi. Filium nominari ab ea constat. Salvo enim 
Filio, recté unicum Deum potest determinasse, cujus est Filius. 
Non enim desinit esse, qui habet Filium, ipse unicus: suo sci- 
licet nomine, quotiens sine Filio nominatur. Sine Filio autem 
nominatur, quum principaliter determinatur ut prima persona 
quze ante Filii nomen erat proponenda: quia Pater anté cog- 
noscitur, et post Patrem Filius nominatur. Igitur unus Deus 
Pater, et absque eo alius non est. Quod ipse inferens, non 
Filium negat, sed alium Deum. Ceaterum alius a Patre Filius 
non est. 

Sermone ejus coelt firmatt sunt: et, Sptretu ejus, omnis virtus 
eorum. Et Sermo autem Virtus et Sophia, ipse erit Dei Filius. 
Ita, si per Filium omnia, ccelum quoque per Filium extendens, 
non solus extendit, nisi ila ratione qua czeteris solus. 

Hic est Filius meus dilectus: hunc audite. Ita, Filium sub- 
jungens, ipse interpretator est, quomodo ccelum solus extende- 
rit: scilicet, cum Filio solus, sicut cum Filio unum. 

Proinde et Filii erit Vox, Extend: celum solus: quia Ser- 
mone ceoeli confirmati sunt. Quia, Sophia in Sermone adsis- 
tente, paratum est coelum, et omnia per Sermonem facta sunt : 
competit et Filium solum extendisse ccelum, quia solus opera- 
tioni Patris ministravit. 

Idem erit dicens: Ego primus, et tn superventura ego sum. 
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Primum scilicet omnium Sermo: In principio erat Sermo; in 
quo principio prolatus a Patre est. Cseterum Pater, non 
habens initium, ut a nullo prolatus, ut innatus, non potest 
videri. Qui solus fuit sempér, ordinem habere non potuit. © 

Igitur, si propter ea eundem et Patrem et Filium credendum 
putaverunt, ut unum Deum vindicent : salva est unio ejus, qui, 
quum sit unus, habeat et Filium, sequé et ipsum eisdem scrip- 
turis comprehensum. Tertull. adv. Prax. § 12, 14. Oper. 
p- 418, 419. Vide etiam Tertull. de monogam. § 5. Oper. 
p: 573, 574. 

5. Quod Deus Christus.—Item in Apocalypsi: Ego sum A 
et Q, initium et finis. Ego sitientt dabo de fonte aque vite 
gratis. Qui vicerit, possidebit ea et eorum hereditatem : et ero 
ejus Deus, et tlle erit mthi Filius. Cyprian. adv. Jud. lib. ii. 
§ 6. Oper. vol. i. p. $4, 35, 36. Vide etiam Orig. Comment. in 
Joan. Oper. vol. ii. p. 5, 19, 21, 81, 82, $3. 


Dr. Priestley, it will be recollected, lays it down, as AN IN- 
CONTROVERTIBLE FACT: that, In the early times of the Church, 
the Scriptures were constantly read, by persons better qualified 
to understand the language of them than we at this time can 
pretend to be, WITHOUT SUGGESTING ANY SUCH NOTIONS OF THE 
DIVINITY OR THE PREEXISTENCE OF CHRIST AS ARE NOW SUPPOSED 
TO BE CLEARLY CONTAINED IN THEM. 

And, on the alleged ract thus without hesitation placed 
before us, that remarkable Historian, it will further be recol- 
lected, observes: that The ract im question will weigh much 
with those, who are apt to lay great stress on the usual construct- 
ton of SOME PARTICULAR TEXTS. 

It may also be useful to remember : that This same Fact is 
insinuated, or more than insinuated, both by Mr. Belsham and 
by Dr. Carpenter. For, in reference to the texts litigated be- 
tween modern Trinitarians and modern Antitrinitarians, they 
distinctly intimate : that What we may deem THE NATURAL S1G- 
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NIFICATION OF WORDS AND PHRASES Was, tn truth, NoT the stg- 
nification annexed to them by men who lived during the early 
ages of the Church. 

I. Now, that the ract, alleged or instnuated with more or 
less broadness by these three writers, ought, were it a real 
Fact, to weigh much with every candid inquirer after truth, I 
will readily allow. But, in sooth, the real pact turns out to be 
precisely the reverse of the alleged Fact. 

1. In the early times of the Church, so far were the PaRTI- 
CULAR TEXTS in question from Not suggesting any such notions 
of the divinity or the preéxistence of Christ, as are now, by 
modern Trinitarians, supposed to be clearly contained in them: 
that we INVARIABLY find them suggesting, in the early times of 
the Church, precisely the samz notions on those important 
points, as, in these later times, they still continue to suggest. 

With singular unanimity, the ecclesiastical writers, who 
flourished anterior to the, first Council of Nice (for, among these, 
exclusively of their modern postnicene successors, our inquiry 
into early interpretations must obviously be conducted), at- 
ways, so far at least as I have observed, understood and 
expounded the PARTICULAR TEXTS, not as Dr. Priestley and his 
associates would understand and expound them, but As CLEARLY 
INDICATING THE SEVERAL CONNECTED DOCTRINES OF THE TRINITY 
AND OF CHRIST'S PREEXISTENCE AND INCARNATION AND ESSENTIAL 
DIVINITY. 

2. If, in any one instance, the PARTICULAR TEXTS can be found 
to have been read by the writers in those early times witHouT 
SUGGESTING ANY SUCH NOTIONS OF THOSE DOCTRINES AS ARE NOW 
SUPPOSED TO BE CLEARLY CONTAINED IN THEM: that circum- 
stance has escaped my notice. 

Since, however, Dr. Priestley asserts, while Mr. Belsham and 
Dr. Carpenter more than insinuate, the absolute UNIVERSALITY 
of the circumstance: doubtless, if there be the very smallest 
modicum of truth in the matter asserted or insinuated, it will be 
easy to produce, if not a cloud of instances, yet at least a single 
solitary instance, in which some one of the PARTICULAR TEXTS 
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NUMBER II. 


RESPECTING THE PRIMITIVE HEBREW CHURCH OF JERUSALEM. 





SECTION I. 


RESPECTING DR. PRIESTLEY'S TREATMENT OF HEGESIPPUS. 


From the then extant Works of Hegesippus, it is testified by 
Eusebius: that That writer symbolised in doctrine with the 
known Trinitarians, Irenéus and Melito; and, consequently, 
that He himself was a Trinitarian who held the tenet of Christ's 
divinity. 

Under this aspect, I have adduced him as a witness for the 
Trinitarianism of all the Churches from east to west, which he 
visited in his progress from Asia to Rome about the year 158. 
See above, book i. chap. 10. § m1. 3. 

Yet, in defiance of the testimony of Eusebius professedly 
derived from the very Works of Hegesippus, Dr. Priestley, 
with his wonted freedom from cautious hesitation, roundly pro- 
nounces : that He was certainly an Antitrinitaftian who rejected 
the divinity of Christ. 

I. If it be asked, on what ground the historian advances this 
opinion, I can only state: that the argument, by which he un- 
dertakes to establish it, is the following. 

Eusebius says: that, From some parts of the writings of 
Hegesippus, we may collect ; that he was a Christian of the He- 
brews. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 22. 
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Now Dr. Priestley asserts: that atx the Hebrew 
were Antitrinitarians who denied the divinity of Chris 

But, according to the inference of Eusebius, Hege: 
a Christian of the Hebrews. 

Therefore, plainly from Dr. Priestley’s premises, 
must have been an Antitrinitarian who denied the | 
Christ. 

II. The opinions of Hegesippus having thus, by ar 
from Dr. Priestley’s own private hypothesis, been sa! 
established to be antitrinitarian and humanitarian: | 
perplexity, in regard to the management of his evi. 
mediately presents itself. 

. Hegesippus declares: that ati the Churches, whic: 
in his progress from Asia to Rome, unanimously hela 
faith. 

Now this faith, thus unanimously held by att | 
Churches, he plainly identifies with his own faith, | 
cumstance of his calling it the niaut faith. 

And this nieut faith, thus unanimously and hi: | 
held both by himself and by all the vistted Church, 
nounces, agreeably to the concurring assertion of all 
ted Churches, to have been preached both by the J 
the Prophets and by the Lord himself. 

Hence, if Hegesippus must have been an humai | 
Antitrinitarian because he was a Hebrew Chris: 
plainly, in despite of the positive testimony of I. | 
directly contrary effect, the rnicut faith, universally | 
visited Churches both in the East and in the West, 
press ground that it was received from Christ and f | 
must have been the modern antitrinitarian and f | 
system. 

III. This conclusion, inasmuch as it flatly cont | 
néus who was intimately acquainted with the doct: | 
both in the East and in the West at the very time (| 
temporary Hegesippus was journeying to Rome, hi | 
Priestley some degree of trouble, and in two seve | 
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Idolaters (for Idolaters they must have been, if Christ were a 
mere man like one of themselves), were jointly comforted by 
THE RIGHT FAITH OF EACH OTHER. 

This result from the alleged Antitrinitarianism of Hegesippus 
is precisely the same, as if Dr. Priestley and Dr. Horsley, at 
the end of a long and familiar conference extending through a 
visit of many days, should have found themselves greatly re- 
freshed in spirit by the happy discovery: that they altke re- 
tained THE TRUE FAITH PREACHED BY CHRIST AND HIS APOSTLES, 
because neither of them was in the least degree tainted by 
Gnosticism under any one of its eleven modifications. 


SECTION II. 


RESPECTING THE FAITH OF THE PRIMITIVE HEBREW CHURCH OF 
JERUSALEM. ‘ 


Dr. Priestley asserts: that All the Hebrew Christians, from 
the very beginning, were Humanitarian Antitrinitarians. And, 
on this general assertion, as we have seen, he grounds the par- 
ticular assertion : that Hegesippus, when he visited the Churches 
of Greece and Italy, and when both he himself and the visited 
Churches were jointly comforted by the right faith of each other, 
must have been an Humanitarian Antitrinitarian, tnasmuch as 
he was a Hebrew Christian. 

Now, both from the clear testimony of Eusebius, and from the 
very necessity of the language of Hegesippus when connected 
with the decisive evidence of Irenéus in regard to the nature 
of the faith professed by the entire Catholic Church in every 
quarter of the globe, it is certain; that Hegesippus must be 
deemed an exception from Dr. Priestley’s general rule : for that 
individual, though a Hebrew Christian, was assuredly, like 
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apud Theodorit. Hist. Eccles. lib. v. ¢. 9. ‘p- 211.), was nor 
humanitarian and unipersonalistic. 

I. My first testimony shall be that of the ecclesiastical his- 
torian Eusebius. 

From the documents of ancient writers which were extant at 
the beginning of the fourth century, this diligent compiler, as 
he himself informs us, had learned: that, Jn regular succession, 

Jifteen Bishops, from the Apostle James down to the time of its 
dissolution by Adrian, had presided over the primitive Church of 
vlrasniém ; clat «il these Prelates were of hebrew extraction; 
and that They all, from the very beginning, both received and 
taught the knowledge of Christ GENUINELY. 

Otc wavrac ‘EBpaiove gacly Syrag dvéxabey riy yvaow rov 
Xpeorov TNH ZIQEZ caradétacbar. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. 
c. 5. 

Some have conjectured, that Eusebius leaned toward Arian- 
ism. If this were really the case, his personal attestation to 
the GENUINENEss of the primitive Solyméan Faith, though it 
would be fully conclusive against the speculation of Zuicker 
and Priestley, would doubtless, so far as the cause of sound 
Trinitarianism is concerned, be of small value. The error, 
however, of any such conjecture is sufficiently demonstrated, 
not only by his assent to the Nicene Creed and by his baptismal 
reception of a yet more ancient Symbol which he himself has 
preserved (See above, book i. chap. 2. § 1. 1.): but likewise 
by his own incidental profession ; that The Son, instead of being 
produced into existence from non-existence, had eternally both 
existed and preéxisted and coézisted mith the Father, the begotten 
Son from the unbegotten Father, the Only-begotien, the Word, 
and God from God. 

Yidy yerynroy, ob xpdvoeg pév teow obx Syra, Sarepoy dé rore 
yeyordra® &\Xa mp0 xXpovwy aiwvioy svra, Kal xpodvra, kal: ry 
Tlarpt we Yidr dcawavrég cuvdyra, cai ox d&yévynroy Svra, yer- 


vwpevoy 0 & &yevyhrou Llarpoc, povoyerij Svra, Adyov, kal Gedy 
éx @eov. Euseb. Demons. Evan. lib. iv. c. 3. p. 96. Rob. Ste- 
phan. Lutet. 1544. 
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_ Thus, we see, the aboriginal czwurneness of the p 
Solyméan Faith consisted in a full belief of the eternal e: 
and the essential divinity of the Son. 

I may add: that Eusebius, who thus clearly states th 
inENEss of the Christian Faith, instead of intimating 
doctrine of the Ebionites was the doctrine of the old 
Church of Jerusalem, describes these early Jewish } 
tarians, as entertaining poor and mean opinions respec 
nature of Christ; opiniohs, which we know to have bi 
demned by the Catholic Church from the very be; 
opinions, which, in his judgment, constituted their hol 
vassals of Satan. 

“Addovg dé 6 rovnpec daipwy rij¢ wepi row Xptoroy 1 
dcabécewe ddvvaray éxoeioat, DarepadrHxrouc evpwy, Eoge 
"EBwwvaloug rovroug olkeiwe éxedhptloy of mpwrot, mrw 
rareivac ra xeplrov Xptorov dotalovrac. Acroy perv yc 
cal xutyoy fyyovrro, kara xpoxom)y HAOovg abrdo pdvoy & 
dedexaiwpévoy, && dvdpéc re xoywrlac cat rij¢ Maplac 
pévoy. Euseb. Hist. Eccles. lib. iii. c. 27. 

II. My second testimony shall be that of the grave |} 
Sulpicius Severus. 

This writer informs us: that the Christians of the Cl 
Jerusalem, being for the most part of hebrew extrac 
thence retaining the ancient rite of circumcision, were 
Emperor Adrian, not unnaturally mistaken for Jews. 
with their unconverted countrymen, they were equall: 
out of the city, and were prevented by a military gua 
returning thither. In the course of God's providenc 
ever, that matter turned out to be a benefit. For, at tk 
the members of the Church of Jerusalem, almost all | 
with the observance of the Ceremonial Law, BELieve! 
TO BE GoD: but the breaking up of that Church of the I 
led to the final abrogation of the yoke of legal servitud 

Quia Christiani ex Judes potissimum putabantur, ¢ 
Hierosolyme non nisi ex circumcisione habebat ecclesi 
dotem, militum cohortem custodias in perpetuum agita: 

cc 2 
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1. This individual, we have reason to believe, was a He« 
brew Christian, who had been a member of the old Church of 
Jerusalem, and who had subsequently joined himself to the 
new Church of Elia. 

For, according to Eusebius, his writings evinced him to be 
a Christian of the Hebrews: and that circumstance, combined 
partly with chronology and partly with his apparent personal 
habits, sufficiently determines bis ecclesiastical membership. 

(1.) In respect to chronology, the old Church of Jerysaler- 
was broken up in the year 136: and Hegesippus perfozmed his 
journey and sojourned at Rome during the ericopate of Ani- 
cetus, which commenced in the year 143 which terminated 
in the year 162. : 

Hence, as his journey and his residence at Rome occurred 
only about some seventeen or eighteen years after the break- 
ing up of the old Hebrew Church of Jerusalem, and as he him- 
self was a Christian of the Hebrews: there can be little doubt, 
- I think, that he had been a member of that Church previous 
to its dissolution. 

(2.) So again, in respect to his apparent personal habits, 
though a Christian of the Hebrews, he seems, at the time of 
his journey and of his residence at Rome, not to have been an 
observer of the Ceremonial Law. 

This particular was very reasonably gathered by Bishop Bull 
from the perfect facility of his intimate association with the 
Gentile Churches of Greece and Italy. Bull. Primit. et Apost. 
Trad. ¢. ili. § 2. 

Now, as his hebrew extraction, united with chronology, marks 
him out to have been once a member of the old Hebrew 
Church of Jerusalem: so his non- observance of the Ceremonial 
Law about seventeen years after the breaking up of that 
Church, united with his evidently being a resident Asiatic (for 
his journey was westward, to Italy through Greece, and there- 
fore from Asia his home), no less marks him out to have then 
been a member of the new Gentile Church of Elia which had 
received into her bosom all those Hebrew Christians of the old 
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dissolved Church that had renounced the obs 
Ceremonial Law. 

2. Such being the successive ecclesiastical 
the Hebrew Christian Hegesippus, we may, fro 
clearly learn the doctrine of the old Hebrew 
rusalem, as received both by its members anter 
lution and by its late members after their juncti 
Gentile Church of Elia. 

According to the express testimony of Eusebi 
his writings, the doctrinal system of Hegesipp 
with the doctrinal system of Irenéus and Meli 
yet extant portions of their Works, are well 
been trinitarian maintainers of Christ’s god 
Hist. Eccles. lib. iv. c. 7, 8, 21, 22. 

Therefore, from the doctrinal system of the 
ian Hegesippus, we may, in perfect agreeme! 
dence of Eusebius and Sulpicius, and in full : 
the general adhesion of the great majority | 
Christians to the new Gentile Church of Elia, c 
that the doctrinal system of the primitive He 
Jerusalem must have been trinttarian and divini 

V. My fifth and last testimony shall be that 
very ancient author of the Epistle which bea 
Barnabas. 

This deeply mteresting monument of forme: 
refers, unless I greatly mistake, to the very 
which are now immediately before us. 

1. From the accidental circumstance of its « 
nominated Barnzabas, some absurd scribe has cl 
to it an intimation, that itis the Epistle of Barn 
who was the companion of Paul the Apostle. 
nothing in it which indicates it to be the cot 
Apostle Barnabas: so, both its generally well | 
and various particular incidental remarks which 
the whole drift and purpose of the argument whi 
all tend to shew; that it was written, by a Heb 
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the true age and drift and object of the Epistle. The circum- 
stance is interesting, as it tends to shew the sound judgment 
of an eminent divine, whose acquaintance it once was my privi- 
lege to enjoy, and whose memory I shall ever cherish with 
affection and reverence. 

Upon these foundations, said Bishop Horsley, which a stronger 
arm than Dr. Priestley’s shall not be able to tear up, stands the 
Church of orthodox Jewish Christians at Jerusalem: to which 
the asserters of the Catholic Fatth will not scruple to appeal, 
in proof of the antiquity of their doctrine. Remarks on Priest- 
ley’s Second Letters, part ii. chap. 2. p. 376. 

The foundations, instead of being torn up, have now been 
strengthened : and thus, while, I trust, the cause of truth has 
been promoted, a just tribute has been paid to the illustrious 
dead. 


His saltem accumulem donis, et fungar inani 
Munere. 





SECTION III. 


RESPECTING THE FAITH OF THE NAZARENES. 


Tuoven Barnabas succeeded in persuading the great majority 
of the Hebrew Christians, to discontinue the observance of 
the Ceremonial Law, and thenceforward to unite with the new 
Gentile Church of Elia: he was unable to influence the entire 
body. 

Those, who observed the Ceremonial Law from pure habit 
and from old ancestral prejudices, readily adopted his advice : 
and these were, happily, the great majority. 

But a small minority of some certain individuals, in direct 
opposition to the plain apostolical decision, were not content 
with observing the Ceremonial Law on the ground of mere 
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rabit, but mischievously enforced its observance as binding 

apon the conscience and as even necessary to salvation. These, 

apparently, Barnabas more than once notices in his Epistle 

(Barnab. Epist. § 3, 4.): and, with these, as might naturally be 

anticipated, he did not succeed. The necessary consequence 

was: that they separated from their wiser brethren, henceforth 
- \constituting a sect known by the appellation of Nazarenes. 
« Through the medium of these wrong-headed schismatics it 
was, that Zuicker, and after him Dr. Priestley, attempted to 
establish the doctrinal Humanitarianism and Unipersonalism of 
the primitive Hebrew Church of Jerusalem. 

According to those two writers, the Hebrew Christians, 
from the very first, were distinguished by the name of Naza- 
renes : and these Nazarenes were identical with the Ebionites, 
But the Ebionites were Humanitarians and Unipersonalists. 
Therefore the Nazarenes, and consequently the primitive He- 
brew Christians who were identical with the Nazarenes, must 
have been Humanitarians and Unipersonalis.s also. 

The grievous lameness of such a conclusion we have seen, 
from the direct evidence which has been adduced to the doctri- 
nal system of the ancient Church of Jerusalem: yet it may 
| ngt be useless to shew, that the premises themselves are equally 
unsound. 
ote In one sense, no doubt, the Nazarenes may be said to be 
‘ the same as the Hebrew Christians of the ancient Church of 

Jerusalem: for the founders of the sect, who separated from 
their brethren on the question of the obligatory observance of 
the Ceremonial Law, had originally been members of that primi- 
tive Hebrew Society. But, in no other sense, can the two be 
identified: nor were the Nazarenes ever known as a sect, until 
after the breaking up of the primitive Church of Jerusalem; 
when, in consequence of their inability to return to the seat of 
their forefathers, they settled themselves in the northern parts 
of Galilee. 

Such being the case, even if the later Nazarenes in the times 
of Jerome and Augustine and Epiphanius had finally adopted 
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concluded: that The Nazarenes agreed with the Ebionites in 
their opinion respecting the nature of Christ. 

But Epiphanius says nothing of the sort. 

He merely intimates, unspecifically : that The Nazarenes 
held opinions similar to those of the Cerinthians ; and that They 
mutually communicated their improbity with the Ebionites. 

What he meant by this language was: not that The Naza- 
renes dented the godhead of Christ ; but that, like the Ebionites 
and the Cerinthians, They insisted upon the necessity of observ- 
ing the Ceremonial Law. 

That such was his meaning, may be learned even from the 
very passage in which this language occurs. | 

While he says; that The Ebionites and the Natale: mu- 
tually communicated their improbity to each other: he imme- 
diately subjoins ; that, Resembling each other in evilmindedness, 
they nevertheless, IN A CERTAIN POINT, differed. 

Now in what did this difference, on ONE CERTAIN POINT, 
consist ? 

Clearly, in the radically dissimilar view which they took of 
the person and nature of Christ: for we know that, in regard to 
the necessity of observing the Ceremonial Law, they perfectly 
agreed. 

From this brief hint, I suspect: that Epiphanius well knew 
the soundness of the Nazarenes in respect to the doctrine of 
Christ’s godhead, though, from his extreme dislike of them, he 
was unwilling to speak out more explicitly. For it is difficult 
to comprehend what he could have meant by the allowed dif- 
ference between the Nazarenes and the Ebionites IN ONE CER- 
TAIN POINT, if it were not the precise difference specified by 
Jerome and Augustine and the author of the Apostolical Con- 
stitutions. 

(2.) Be that, however, as it may, Epiphanius has effectually 
prevented any person, who would read his Work on Heresies, 
from rationally asserting, on Ais authority: that The Nazarenes 
symbolised with the Ebionstes tn thetr denial of Christ's divinity. 

Truly or not, respecting these same Nazarenes he tells us : 
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that HE COULD SAY NOTHING CERTAIN; whether, | 
‘rinthians, they deemed Jesus to be a mere man ; 
the truth is, they asserted his birth from Mary thr | 
Sptrtt. | 
Ilept Xpiorod dé ot« olda eixetv, ei cal abrol, ry 
péver wept KapevOoy cal MapivOov poyxOnpi¢g &) 
dvOpwroy voulloverww fH, xabic h GAGE EXEL, « . 
“Aylov yeyevvijoOat éx Mapiac duaBeGacovyrar. Ep | 
dibs i. tom. 2. heer. 29. | 
Had Epiphanius known the Humanitarianism 
renes, we may be quite sure that he would haw | 
' alleged it. | 
I suspect him to have known the contrary. | | 
this may be, the Humanitarianism of the Nazare : 
be proved from an author, who declares himse 
their sentiments respecting the nature of Christ. 


SECTION IV. 


RESPECTING THE DOCTRINE OF THE EBIONT'’ 


I wave stated: that The Ebtonites agreed with the | 
in matintatning the mere humanity of Jesus, though : 
held, and some of them dented, his birth from a virg 
They differed from them, in asserting (as Augus' 
- that the Christ atso was a mere man ; for, discardi: | 
that the Christ was a supercelestial spirit distinct f 
Jesus, they contended, like our modern Unipersonali; 
single individual Jesus-Christ was, tn point of nai 
man, united neither to a supercelestial spirit nor ye! 
preme Divinity. See above, append. i, numb. 2. : 
2. (2.) 
Such was my statement. Now, in regard to it, . 
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this time of his engagement, Aquila became successively a 
Christian and a Jew, and how finally he gained his anticipated 
name of an INTERPRETEE by his translation of the Old Tes- 
tament. 

Hence it is evident: that Epiphanius, by anticipation, calls 
Aquila an INTERPRETER previous even to his conversion to 
Christianity, and therefore much more previous to his actually 
undertaking the task of his INTERPRETATION. 

And hence, consequently, it is evident: that The chronologi- 
cal slatement of Epiphanius is wholly tnsuffctent to establish 
Dr. Priestley’s necessary premises of the translation of Aquila 
having been made in the iwelfth year of Adrian. 

II. Still, however, it will naturally and reasonably be asked : 
What Epiphanius could mean, by so peculiarly stating ; that, in 
the twelfth year of Adrian, Aquila became known. 

1. Bishop Horsley thinks: that Aquila then became known, 
because Aquila then was appointed to so considerable an office as 
that of overseer of the public works at Elia. Remarks on 
Priestley’s second Letters, part ii. chap. 2. p. 372. 

I regret, that I cannot follow the learned Prelate in this 
solution. 

A temple, it is true, had been built and dedicated to Jupiter 
Capitolinus, anterior to the breaking out of the jewish rebellion, 
and in truth mainly producing that rebellion. But the appoint- 
ment of Aquila, as Epiphanius distinctly states, was to superin- 
tend the rebuilding of the city, including most probably the re- 
paration and restoration ofthe temple of Jupiter: and the re- 
building of the city was not determined upon, nor was a super- 
intendant for that purpose appointed, until the year 137 or the 
twentieth year of Adrian, when now the jewish rebellion had 
been quelled and every observer of the Ceremonial Law had been 
banished, 

Hence I perceive not, how Adrian could have appointed 
Aquila his master of the works at Elia in his twelfth year or in 
the year 129. 

2. Rejecting, then, on this point, the supposition of Bishop 
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Sines I would offer, in its place, a solution, which perhaps 

y be recommended by its very simplicity. 

To 86 Considerable an office as that of his master of the 
works at Elia, we can scarcely suppose, that Adrian would have 
appointed an unknown and obscure stranger. 

Hence it may be fairly presumed : that, instead of first be- 
coming known by his appointment to office at Elia, Aquila was 
already, at the time of his appointment, well known, both to the 
Emperor and to the Public, as a tried and experienced civil 
engineer. 

Now I apprehend Epiphanius to state: that, in the way of 
his profession, Aquila first became known to Adrian in his 
twelfth year or in the year 129; and that, in consequence of 
his thus having become known to him as an able architect, the 
Emperor, in his twentieth year or in the year 137, that is to say, 
after an acquaintance and trial of full eight years, at length 
appointed him to the superintendance of the works at Elia. 

Have we, then, any reasonable presumption, beyond mere 
vague general conjecture: that Aquila first became known to 
the Emperor, precisely in his twelfth year, rather than in any 
other year, as an able and intelligent engineer ? 

I conceive: that we have a very reasonable presumption for 
the accuracy of such an opinion. | 

_ Since Epiphanius specially pitches upon the twelfth year of 
Adrian or the year 129 for the circumstance of Aquila first 
becoming known, we are obviously led to inquire what were the 
transactions of that particular year. 

Now the transactions, somewhat curiously, turn out to be 
exactly such as to substantiate the opinion. 

In the year 129 or in the twelfth year of Adrian, the cities of 
Nicomedia and Cesaréa and Nice in Bithynia, having been over- 
thrown by an earthquake, were, by Adrian, ordered to be re- 
built at his own expence: on which account and occasion, he 
was styled The restorer of Bithynia. For the superintendance 
of these works, various officers, with various gradations of 
rank and authority, must of course have been employed: and 
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